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ABSTRACT 
Inventorying Landscape Assets in Rural Utah Communities: 
A Sociocultural Approach 
by 
Jennifer F. Hale, Master of Landscape Architecture 
Utah State Univers ity, 2007 
Major Professor: Elizabeth Brabec 
Department : Landscape Architecture and Environmental Planning 
A community's physical environment embodies distinct natural and built 
elements, which hold meanings and values that are formed through dai ly soc ial 
interactions within that environment. Such elements, however, are not often recogni zed 
until they are dramaticall y changed or lost. As amenity-rich rural areas of the 
Intermountain West steadily attract new residents, conscious ly identifying these elements 
prior to rapid growth is critical to their preservation. 
Research suggests that strong social capital has the potential to encourage the 
identification of a place's visual assets prior to such change. A documentary research 
approach was used to understand why citizens do not actively participate in community 
planning and to identify possible solutions from the public participation movement. A 
framework was built to evaluate existing participation methods and identify specific 
approaches and practices which cou ld be employed by "citizen planners" to effectively 
engage citi zenry in identifying the visual, landscape assets whil e strengthening social 
relationships. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The complex relationship between people and the physical environment is an area 
of research common to cultural geographers, sociologists, environmental psychologists, 
and landscape architects. Theories about the influence of place on human behavior exist 
along a broad spectrum. At one end , social determinism asserts that human interact ions 
and constructs alone influence human action and, at the other end, envi ronmental 
determinism cites that humans are a product of their environment. A more tempered 
argument, which combines facets of both views, the sociocultural paradigm, is most 
common in today's research. In fact , environmental psychology views the individual as 
both "embedded in" the environment and as "actively defining and giving shape to it" 
(Williams and Patterson 1991i, 509). Research rega rding people and their environments 
in general acknowledge that there is an interdependency that ex ists between social life-
human experience, social interactions, and their acti ons-and their surroundings (Brehm, 
Eisenhauer, and Krannich 2004; Williams and Patterson 1996; Riley 1992). 
The process of becoming "embedded in" the landscape happens gradually-
incrementally-over time as one interacts with others within a geographical space. Each 
community's physical environment embodies distinct natural and built elements, which 
hold meanings and values that have been formed through daily social interactions within 
one 's community landscape. Interestingly, such elements of our physical environments 
which make it distinctly different from another are not often recogni zed until they are 
dramat icall y changed or lost. Therefore, consciously identifying these elements is critical 
to their preservation. 
This is part icularly true in rural areas of the Intermountain West where 
amen ities-such as the agreeable climate, open space, scenic landscapes, proximity to 
federa l lands and wi lderness , recreational opportuniti es, and freedom from the traffic 
congesti on of cities-are attracting large numbers of new residents and, therefore, 
quickly and dramatically altering the ir social and physical landscapes (Vias and 
Carruthers 2005; Rudzitis 199 1, 1993; Krannich and Petrzelka 2003). Such change 
creates an even greater need to pay attention to the social networks and the way they 
coll ective ly act to define and alter the community space. Krannich and Petrzelka (2003) 
confi rm thi s need: 
Where substanti al amen ity-based growth does occur or is anticipated, attention 
needs to be focused on both the social and environmental disturbances that can 
occur. Growth that exceeds the carrying capac ity of the natural landscape, that 
overwhelms valued traditions, cultures, and interests of estahli shed populations , 
or that displaces residents as a result of cost of li vi ng increases certainly does not 
con tribute positively to the well-being of rural people and communities . ( 197) 
Unfortunately, the ways in which people can participate in the development of 
their community is highl y dependent upon (and often limited by) the curren t planning 
system with state-mandated , minimum requirements and a long history of not including 
the public in ways that can effectively identify its valuable physical attributes and visual 
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assets . These limitations are further amplified in rural areas which often lack the planning 
resources-personnel, funding , and guiding documents- necessary for proactively 
dealing wi th growth . 
Utah, one of the Intermountain West states as well as one of the five fastest 
growing states in the United States, is experiencing significant growth not on ly within its 
metropolitan counties, but in its nonmetropolitan counties as well (Canham 2006; Havnes 
2006) . ln many rural areas around the State, communi ty planning o ften fall s upon the 
shoulders of local offi cials, o ft en vo lunteers, who have a limited knowledge of planning 
and its methods. The purpose of thi s stud y is to provide insight into ways in which these 
"citi zen pl anners" can effecti vely engage citizenry in the identification of their visual 
assets and, therefore, to assist in proacti vely preserve places of value prior to substanti al 
growth in their community. 
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CHAPTER II 
LITERATURE REYlEW 
The Interdependency of People and Their Environment 
4 
Rural sociologist Kenneth Wilkinson (1 99 1) describes the interdependency 
between people and their environment in the contex t of the community. ln hi s 
interactional approach to the community, he defines a community as comprised of three 
parts: a locality, a local soc iety, and the process of loca lity-oriented actions ("the 
community fi eld"). In thi s approach, a common locality or territory is a phys ical location 
where people li ve and meet their daily needs. A network of assoc iati ons, or a local 
society, exists to express common interests and to work together to meet those needs. 
The community field is a process of interrelated actions that result fro m the local society 
expressing their common interests. According to Wi lkinson, the built environment of the 
community- its defined boundari es, built elements, and general structure-is a product 
of these soc ial interactions and actions. Although Wilkinson does not di smiss the 
physical environment as influencing these interactions, he seems to place greater 
emphasis on the role people have in defining and building the community environment. 
While they use the term place instead of community, place theori sts also study 
how social interactions and acti vities occur within and shape a locality or physical 
environment (E isenhauer, Krannich, and Blahna 2000; Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). 
However, they often direct greater attention on the influence place has upon people, 
particul arl y the "human psychological processes" relating to place (Brandenburg and 
Carroll 1995). 
How People Influence Place 
Researchers studying both the physical environment and people and their 
interactions recogni ze the influence of social interactions on the physical environment. 
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In fact , some argue that place only exists because people are there to socially "construct" 
it (Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). This perspective asserts that "spaces" only become 
significant places when they are viewed and defined through a "special filter of values 
and beliefs" (Greider and Garkovich 1994, I ). Interestingly, this filter is formed 
incrementally, over time, as a person lives in, experiences, interacts with others within it, 
and assigns meaning to that space (Tuan 1977; Brandenburg and Carroll 1995; 
Eisenhauer, Krannich , and Blahna 2000; Greider and Garkovich 1994). As stated earlier, 
these social interactions within a place also affect how people define it, its boundaries, 
and how they shape and structure it. 
How Place Influences People 
While it is a far less popular ideology, there are many who recognize that the 
environment also contributes to meanings associated with place. The sociocultural 
paradigm-one of three major paradigms in the field of environmental psychology- is 
concerned with how meanings assigned to the physical environment both structure the 
environment and are structured by the environment (Wi lliams and Patterson 1996). 
Thus , putting a greater emphasis on the connection people have to features and aspects of 
both natural landscapes and built environments. For example, Kemmis ( 1990) discusses 
how the open spaces of Montana-where nature still dominates--emanate a power 
assoc iated with the American Frontier. He asserts that this directly affects the sense of 
identity of those who live there ; prompting the state of Montana to give the natural 
environment a more central rol e in the way they approach planning. Simi larly, the built 
environment-although constructed of human built elements, such as roads and 
buildings-influences patterns and processes and how people move and interact within 
these human-defined spaces (Wilkinson 1991 ). In fact, the built environment plays a 
significant role in the dai ly lives of its residents as it delineates neighborhoods , dictates 
ways people can move within their community, where people gather within the 
community, and even how they spend their time (e.g. in traffic or not). 
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Considerable attention has been directed to the emotional attachment people form 
to specific environmental features in both the natural and built environment. The study 
of place attachment spec ificall y looks at how emotional bonds to specific places are 
formed through daily interaction with the environment and how that interaction creates 
personal identity and values contributing to the social meanings and construction of place 
mentioned earlier (Manzo and Perkins 2006). In fact, these attachments are derived from 
both social relationships within an environment as well as the features of the environment 
itself. A study completed by Eisenhauer, Krannich, and Blahna (2000) found that 
people ' s attachment to a specific locale was first because of their social associations 
within that place (36.9% cited "family/friend related reasons") and secondly because of 
the environmental features of the place (34.2% responded "environmental 
features/characteri stics of place") (432) . 
While research may be lacking in how people specifically attach to specific 
attributes of the landscape (Stedman 2003), it is recognized that destructi on or protection 
of speci fie attributes of place have the potential to change soc ial relationships within a 
place. Hester ( 1993) emphas izes that the removal of highly valued or "sacred" places 
which play a significant role in the everyday life of citizens-those which "exemplify, 
typify, rein fo rce, and perhaps even extol the everyday life patterns and spec ial rituals o f 
community life" -can "reorder or destroy" soc ial processes that affect the entire 
community (279). Interestingly, meanings, values, and attachment for place are not 
always consciously recogni zed by the individuals or groups that hold them. In fact, it is 
not uncommon for places of value to be recogni zed as such only after they have been 
removed or dramatically changed (Krannich and Petrzelka 2003). 
The Need for Collective Action 
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Because valued elements of place are a key component in the structure of a 
community, the decisions regarding change and development of that place play an 
important role in how place affects the community ' s dai ly quality of life. As mentioned 
earlier, social networks and the interactions of those within them produce actions that 
"shape" the physical environment (Wilkinson 199 1 ). These actions occur both formall y 
and informally. In a more formal forum, publicly elected officials, or those appointed 
thereby, make decisions wi th (or often even wi thout) the assistance of hired city planners. 
Additionally, public meetings are offered as a medium for groups or individuals to 
respond to planning ideas and decisions for the community. In another way, informal 
groups of neighbors or adjacen t business owners can generate ideas for changes to a 
street, block, or neighborhood, through social networks in both informal and formal 
methods. The "extent and effecti veness" of individuals to form networks and meet the 
common needs of the community is referred to as social capital (Kemmis 1990; Manzo 
and Perkins 2006). 
How Place Can Foster Social Capital 
8 
Regarding place, soc ial capital often involves individuals from divergent groups 
recognizing and appreciating that multiple meanings exist among the different groups 
within one place or community (Flora and Flora 1996; Kernrnis 1990). In thi s way, a 
community's physical landscape can become "shared connection" between the numerous 
social networks and a common ground for the diverse voices, meanings, and values 
which ex ist within a community. Likewise, attachment to characteristics of the 
environment can also become common values which help avoid conflict and bring 
diverse groups together, foster partnerships, and mobi li ze people to collectively act 
(Manzo and Perkins 2006; Brehm, Eisenhauer, and Krannich 2004; Flora and Flora 1996; 
Kemmis 1990). This idea is supported by Flora and Flora ( 1996) who point out that "by 
identi fying local strengths" or "points of agreement about the enhancement of physical 
and environmental capital" social capital can be increased (223). In turn , greater social 
capital can also prompt the investment in physical and environmental capital through the 
"creation and preservation of assets related to place and the built environment" (Manzo 
and Perkins 2006, 342). 
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development of their community. This included a rev iew of the wo rks of sociologists, 
such as Putnam (2000), Wilkinson ( 1991), and Kemmis ( 1990), to understand how 
people interact (or don' t interact) in building a community. Researchers fro m a several 
fi elds-planning (Innes and Booher; Lane; Rydin and Pennington) and environmental 
psychology (Horelli )-as we ll as planning practitioners (Kumar; Kell y and Becker) 
offered insight into many of the shortcomings of current planning and its inability to 
effectively engage the public. A review of literature from cultural geographers (Tuan ; 
Lewis) and landscape architects (Ril ey) offered ins ight into how shortcomings of 
planning are specifically affecting the landscape. Having a better understanding these 
obstacles, spec ifica lly those which affect rural areas, assisted in the identification of 
aspects of participation to avo id, as well as those which could potenti all y bring greater 
success. 
Part II: Possible Solutions from the Public Participation Movement 
II 
Planners and theorists have labored, in the last several decades , to move past the 
obstacles of the ex isting political and planning systems. Because of thi s participatory 
approaches have significantly evolved. A review of the results of thi s work offered 
potenti al solutions to the obstac les identified in Part I of thi s review, as well as objecti ves 
to base a method for evaluating parti cipation tools and mechanisms. Many of the 
researchers who di scussed the shortcomings of current planning in the first section al so 
offered poss ible solutions. Lane (2005), in parti cular, introduced several theoretical 
frameworks fo r more enabling public participati on in planning, one of which was John 
Friedmann 's transactive planning theory. This theory became the foundation of the 
evaluation framework in the next section. 
Part Ill: Building a Framework for Deciphering Effective Participation Methods 
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The result of the decades of work to improve participation planning has also 
produced a large body of participation methods, tools, and techniques, many of which 
have different goals and purposes to suit the needs of different interests and communities. 
The focus of this third secti on was to locate classification systems which delineated 
participation according to objectives identified in Part II. Three such class ifications were 
used to create a framework which matched the goals of the study, as well as ass ist in 
deciphering which methods and tools fit those goals. These classification systems came 
from several fields: planning (A rnstein 1969), public participation practice (Pretty et al. 
1995), and psychology (Rowe and Frewer 2005). Because of this each offered a di stinct 
perspective into public participation. 
Part IV: Evaluating and Categorizing Public Participation Methods 
The final section of our study covers the results of the evaluation. Twelve 
participation methods were selected from a larger group of methods through criteria 
derived from the specific needs of rural communities. Each method was then evaluated 
according to framework developed in Part III. This evaluation revealed practices and 
approaches to participation which will not only effectively engage citizens in the 
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identification of their visual assets but, more importantly, which can be eas il y employed 
by the "ci ti zen planners" of rural Utah communities . 
CHAPTER IV 
AN AN ALYS IS OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION METHODS 
IN COMM UNITY PLANNING 
Part 1: The Culture of Non-Participation in Community Planning 
Why People Aren 't In volved in rhe Development 
of rheir Comrnuniry 
While strong community social networks have the potenti al to positively 
influence the built and natural environment and the daily li ves of a community' s 
res idents, current research suggests that thi s potenti al is not being reali zed. In fact, 
Putnam (2000) argues that a dec rease in social interaction is affecting the level of 
engagement in the ways hu ilding one' s community environment are allowed; that is, in 
public events, meetings , and voting. Interestingly, the level of di sengagement in 
development acti viti es is correlated to the amount of participation time required (e.g. 
voting declining at a lesser rate than other forms of participation because it is an 
individual exerc ise and requires the least amount of time) (Putnam 2000). 
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According to Putnam (2000), the decrease in citizen invo lvement in place-making 
is due to four major trends in soc iety. First, people are socially di sconnected as greater 
pressures on fin ances have led to an increase in the number of two-career families putting 
greater pressure on people' s time. Second, popular suburban and sprawl patterns of 
development separate and increase the distance between where people li ve, shop, and 
work . The result is that a greater amount of people spending a greater amount of their 
time commuting and less time associating with neighbors, attending meetings, or being 
in vo lved in community projects. Third , suburban areas typically Jack communal places 
where people can get together and soc ialize (Duany, Plater-Zyberk , and Speck 2000). 
Fourth, technology has "pri vati zed" entertainment and , along with it, any remaining 
leisure time (Putnam 2000). 
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Rural towns-despite being commonly thought of as more cohesive and united 
than their urban counterparts-are not unaffected by "civic di sengagement" (Putnam 
2000). Although due to different causes, rural areas are experiencing similar trends to 
their urban counterparts. For example, national economic restructuring has added the 
loss of manufacturing jobs in rural areas to decades of decline in the agricultural-based 
economy (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004; Falk and Lobao 2003) causing more women to 
work in the "paid labor market" regardless of whether they li ve in an actively growing 
area or not (Tickamyer and Henderson 2003). This restructuring has also caused more 
rural residents to spend as much or more time commuting to nearby urban centers in 
search of better employment opportunities (i .e. greater selection, opportuni ties for 
advancement, benefit s, and so on) (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004; Falk and Lobao 2003 ; 
Tiggess and Fuguitt 2003). Furthermore, technology, parti cularl y satellite and the 
Internet, have connected prev iously isolated rural areas to a large array of entertainment 
sources within their homes (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004). No significant information was 
found on community gathering places in rural areas. 
Why People Are Disconnected f rom Place 
Similarly, transportation, technology, the trends of commuting and working 
out side of one 's community, as well as the lesser dependence upon the local landscape 
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for one's li velihood have caused both urban and rural residents to spend more time 
outside of their localit y (Tiggess and Fuguitt 2003). lt has also led to the creation and 
function of soc ial networks beyond geographic location , sometimes more often than 
within it (Wilkinson 199 1; Bonanno and Constance 2003; Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004). 
As more social act ivit ies happen independently of place, particularly ex tra- locall y or 
through the Internet, some researchers are taking a more social deterministic approach to 
commu nities; that is, they claim that communities transcend geographic location, and 
therefore are "territory-free" and exist as social phenomenon on ly (Wilkinson 1991 ; 
Riley 1992; Lui off & Bridger 2003). 
How This Disconnect Affects the Community Landscape 
According to cultural geographers, culture, which is defined as the products of the 
acti ons of the people of a place, is refl ected in the common landscape (Lewis 1979; Tuan 
1979; Greider and Garkovich 1994). Cultural geographer Peirce Lewis ( 1979) puts it thi s 
way, "Our human landscape is our unwitting autobiography, reflecting our tastes, our 
values, ou r aspi rations, and even our fears , in tangible, visible form" ( 12). Lewis ( 1979) 
asserts that these cultural landscapes-though messy because they are continually being 
written and re-written-can be "read," giving us clues as to what kind of people we are, 
were, and are becoming. 
Researchers suggest that the influence of computers and specifically the Internet 
have allowed people to eas ily transcend locality and share information creating a global 
culture (Bonanno and Constance 2003). This global culture has contributed to people 
who act more alike and places which look more alike (Bonanno and Constance 2003). 
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"Mass landscapes" are a result of these more universal, "mass cultures" and often 
ubiquitous ly display the same visual features, styles, and patterns regardless of the 
geographic locality (Williams and Patterson 1996; Riley 1992). Reproduc ible and 
repeatable businesses and building styles (e.g. fast food restaurants, big box stores, etc.), 
often referred to as "placeless," dominate over features which have a di stinctive, local 
feel. 
Interestingly, the level of engagement from community members in place-making 
is reflected in the physical landscape. For example, the features of placeless , mass 
landscapes suggest a culture which is focused on (or at least allows) rapid change, rather 
than a sense o f permanence, and therefore needs less involvement from the residents 
themselves in building the landscape (Riley 1992). Such landscapes are currently 
supplanting the more traditional ·'folk landscapes." Folk landscapes, on the other hand , 
emanate "a sense of security, permanence in times of change, even the ability for phys ical 
return" (Riley 1992, 27). Such landscapes are a result of the expression of traditions and 
culture, and the identity of the region which comes from the history, experience, and 
knowledge of the residents themselves, rather than images and information from the 
media and global culture. Folk landscapes depend more heavily upon residents providing 
input and the ir involvement in their development (Riley 1992). 
Planning Perpetuates the Mass Landscape 
Many of the afore mentioned mass landscapes are a result of a planning system 
which does not actively engage citizen input and is largely removed from the locality. In 
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fact , brief review of planning hi story reveals that public participation has traditionally not 
played an integral role. 
Traditional planning or "blue print planning," an apoliti cal method used until its 
replacement in the late 1950s and 1960s, focused on designing places that were of "high 
aesthetic quality" as viewed by the trained profess ionals or planners (Lane 2005; Horelli 
2002). A fixed planning sequence, which used predictions and sc ientific methods , was 
completed by planners, and then made into fixed master plans left little room or need for 
public input. As a resu lt , the public was viewed as a single unified entity with a single , 
unified interest and public engagement in planning and with the exception of voting for 
those who hired the planners, public participation was non-existent (Lane 2005). 
Even with a change to a more systems-oriented approach (synoptic planning) in 
the 1960s, the focus of planning was still very rational and held public participation to a 
minimum (Lane 2005; Horelli 2002). This approach focused primarily on economics and 
system function, relying heavily on quantitative analys is and the identification of multiple 
alternatives , which are evaluated according to the cost effectiveness. Public participation 
was integrated into this systematic process in the form of feedback on the goals of 
planning, which was moderated by a professional planner. Since then, variations of 
synoptic planning have recogni zed that there is more than a single voice and have 
included multiple stakeholders in meetings which are still principally controlled by 
planners. Many tenets of synoptic planning are still used in planning today. 
By the 1970s, large ly due to the recognition that certain groups and voices of the 
public often went unrepresented in planning, a movement toward more inclusive, 
19 
communicative, and collaborative public participation was born (Lane 2005 ; Kumar 
2002). As a result, hundreds of participatory planning tool s and methods have surfaced, 
particularly during the 1980s and 1990s (Rowe and Frewer 2005; Horelli 2002). The 
benefits and effects of this movement will be di scussed in greater detail later in this 
chapter. 
Major Obstacles to Participation 
According to Kumar (2002), obstacles in three major areas-structural , 
administrative, and social- keep the current political , planning system from 
incorporating public involvement in planning decisions which affect their place and, 
therefore, contribute to the perpetuation of the mass landscape. 
Structural Obstacles. Large populations (a large number of voices) which occur 
in many municipalities greatly limit the abi lity for the voice of every citizen to be heard 
prior to a community decision (Kemmis 1990; Rydin and Pennington 2000). However, 
the proposed solution to this problem-a representative democracy-is not without its 
own problems. Although representati ve in the sense that the city mayor and council are 
voted in by the public, the deci sion-making and community planning typically transpires 
in a more centrali zed manner with public input often on ly occurring in the form and at the 
frequency of a state-mandated minimum. In Utah, decisions regarding land use are made 
in two different forums : public meetings and public hearings (Call 2005). The state of 
Utah requires notices for both types of meetings to be publicly posted and published in 
the local paper 10 calendar days prior to the meeting (Utah Code, Sec. I0-9a-204). 
Public meetings, where deci sions regarding the development of place are being made, are 
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open to any citizen who wants to attend. However, input from citi zens onl y occurs when 
soli cited. On the other hand, publi c hearings so licit public "participati on" by speaking 
and are often required by law before local o ffi c ials can make a decision in a public 
meeting (Call 2005). 
The current structure o f the political system fall s short of representing public 
views for several reasons. Ke ll y and Becker (2000) point out that planning is not the 
most press ing duty of city council members, nor are planning skills the focus of electi ons. 
As a result , this duty-particularl y the handling of long-term planning goals-is handed 
over to non-elected offici als. ln most states, planning commissions, which are comprised 
of volunteers who are appointed by the mayor or city council , are charged with the long-
term planning goal s, most specificall y producing the general plan. Even then, because 
the commission donates their hours, additional special task forces or steering committees , 
planning staff, or hired consult ants are often ass igned the task of assisting or producing 
the general plan. This ultimately puts several layers between the publicly-elected 
offici als, the public, and the creation of the guiding documents of the community (Kelly 
and Becker 2000). 
Rural areas are, because of limited funds, highly dependent upon volunteers, or 
"citizen offi c ials." As these citizen official s lack formal training in planning, they often 
become dependent upon a few people who hold paid management or consulting 
positions, such as a county planner, for advice and expertise (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004; 
Heimlich and Anderson 2001 ). This situation can be problematic particularly if too much 
control is given to one or two people (Flora, Flora, and Fey 2004) or too many 
municipa lities depend upon the services of an ove rtaxed county planner (Heimlich and 
Anderson 200 I). 
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While pub li c input is mandated by the state prior to most dec isions in the form of 
public hearing, it doesn' t always occur in a useful manner. In the case of the general 
plan, public input or feedback is often enli sted after it has been mostly written and is in 
the fi ne tuning stage (Kell y and Becker 2000). Furthermore, the physical layout and 
structure of such meetings does not support a genuine opportunity for individuals to 
express their vision for their community ( lnnes and Booher 2004). 
Adm.inistrative Obstacles. Another major obstacle which prevents participation in 
planning is a planner-controll ed structure. As discussed earlier, planning has placed the 
planner in the central role of expert and incorporated minimal public participation for a 
long time. In addition, many planners hired by municipalities today approach planning, 
in order to be efficient (save time and money), systemati cally and leave little room for 
res idents to contribute to decision-making (Kumar 2002). 
Rural areas, which often lack the resources to hire a pro fess ional planner, are left 
with a planner-oriented system and volunteers who oft en have a li mited knowledge of 
planning and its methods. As a result, planning documents-the general plan, land-use 
ordi nances, and so on-are often outdated (Vi as and Carruthers 2005; Heimlich and 
Anderson 200 I) and not suited for growth and preservati on of community assets. 
Social Obstacles. The '"top-down, expert-dri ven, rational-scientifi c" planning 
practices mentioned above have also created barri ers (both perceived and actual) and 
perpetuated a lack of interest in public participation (Al-Kodmany 200 I). As mentioned 
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above, the most common forum for public participation- public hearings-support 
methods of expression which differ dramaticall y from "ordinary conversation." Innes 
and Booher (2004) point out that the physical layo ut and rules for speaking in most 
public meetings suggests an "us vs. them" atmosphere. Limitations on speaking time and 
duration favor one-way communication, put the public participants in the role of reactor, 
and offer no opportunity for reply to responses made by commission or counci l members 
(Innes and Booher 2004). They also often favor the loudest, most well-organized voices 
of interest groups (Rydin and Pennington 2000) over the more quiet individual voice 
(Brandenburg and Carroll 1995 ; Kemmis 1990). Researchers suggest that such obstacles 
have led people to focus on the expression of their individual interests and have 
discouraged the expression of information that wou ld lead to coll ective ac tion, such as 
attachment to place or meanings and values for place (Rydin and Pennington 2000; 
Kemmis 1990). 
Additionally, Pi gg and Bradshaw (2003) point out that many rural communities 
hold plenty of public meetings, but they often fa il to access a broad sample of residents, 
and, therefore, their varying interests and opinions, because they are held at inconvenient 
times. 
A Single-sided Planning System 
ln addition to the three obstacles described by Kumar, a synoptic approach to 
planning, heavily focused on quantitative analyses , efficiency, and economy, is a single-
sided approach to the physical environment. A hoi istic view of the landscape, as Tuan 
(1979) explains, occurs when people take information from two views-vertical and 
side- and combine it within their " mind's eye." The vertical view, or the utilitarian 
view, is objective, calcu lated, and looks at the landscape in terms of how it provides 
livelihood. However, the side view is an equally important piece of the way a person 
views their place. It looks at landscapes as a space within which people act or scenery 
that one contemplates or enjoys . This more "personal , moral , aesthetic" view comes 
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from experiencing place. Lynch (1960) reaffirms this idea, "Nothing is experienced by 
itself, but always in relations to its surroundings, the sequence of events leading up to it, 
the memory of past experiences" (I). While the vertical information that comes from 
looking at the landscape sc ientifically-the geography, hydrology, etc.-provides 
valuable information and is much more easily quantified, it often "abstracts" it or looks at 
a portion of the issue so specifical ly that it "decontextualizes" it or loses the side view 
perspective of how that information relates to place (W illiams and Patterson 1996). 
Part II: Possible Solutions from the Public Participation Movement 
What Effective Public Participation Can Do for Place 
Even as extra-local social ties are becoming stronger than local ones, Wilkinson 
( 1991 ) optimistically states that the physical envi ronment will always be a common 
element between people. He stresses that residents of a community will sti ll work 
together within their local settlements to at least meet their daily needs, even if only for 
such basic serv ices as garbage co ll ection or police protection or to solve an occasional 
community crisis (Wilkinson 1991 ). 
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However, with the add ition of collaborative participation into planning, place has 
the potenti al to become more than just a weak common element. Luloff and Bridger 
(2003) suggest that a "conscious attempt" to develop relationships and communication 
across interest groups can result in a stronger "community field" and a greater ability to 
collecti vely act and "manage, utili ze, and enhance the resources available to them to 
address loca l issues and problems" (2 11 -2 12). They suggest that focusing on the often 
neglected social aspects of the community can help find ways to so lve problems together 
and encourages the participation in the "development of community," or the bui lding of 
folk landscapes, rather than having development occurring "in" a community, as it does 
in mass landscapes. 
A place-a folk landscape-which is built based on traditions, the local culture, 
and the regional identity exudes stability and permanence even during times of change 
and growth. Identifying participatory tools and methods which gives citi zens the ability 
express often latent meanings and attachments they have specific places, patterns, and 
elements, as well as the opportunity to incorporate the community's culture, history, and 
regional identity can provide a holi stic view of the local community landscape. Such 
active participation in the building of place can also strengthen the attachment residents 
have for their place. Riley ( 1992) puts it thi s way, "A landscape that one has personall y 
made obviously has a different potential for attachment than a landscape built for one by 
others." Cordes et al. (2003) explain that as citizens of a community gather together and 
collecti vely act the resulting actions, called soc ial-emotional goods , are often embedded 
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in objects and places. That is, a place's value changes because of increased investment in 
it. 
The Asset-Based Communi ty Development (ABCD) approach to community 
planning (see Kretzmann and McKnight 1993) suggests that the process of inventory ing 
assets and resources (the skill s, talents, etc.) of community members which often go 
"ignored, unreali zed, or di smissed" can lead to the recognition that it is "the capacities of 
the local people and their assoc iations that build powerful communities" (Mathie and 
Cunningham 2003, 476). The remainder of thi s study will focus on building a framework 
for identifying and evaluating methods and tools which communities can use to 
identifying places and features of importance-the visual assets of place-which have 
the potenti al to simultaneously build upon the soc ial assets of p lace. The identification of 
such visual assets, which incidentally also often go ignored, unreali zed, or di smissed, is 
the beginning of place-making process which has the potential to offer stability and 
permanence, as well as preservation of distinctness of place, to places that face growth 
and change. 
A Theoretical Solution 
The search, beginning in the 1970s, for more collaborative, participatory-focused 
planning methods resulted in multiple new approaches to planning or what Lane (2005) 
call s theoretical pluralism. While all of these approaches sought to move planning away 
from synoptic planning through greater public participation, incorporating public 
participation into planning was the central goal in John Friedmann ' s transactive planning 
theory (Lane 2005). 
26 
Friedmann 's transactive planning theory (Figure I) emphasizes the transaction of 
knowledge and the exchange information between planning and local officials and 
citizens and, therefore, offers solutions to the obstacles of the cu rrent plan ning techniques 
for engag ing participation which allows participants to convey the traditions, cu lture, and 
experiences which are intimately intertwined with the physical landscape. According to 
Lane (2005), this theory places participation in a central role not on ly by decentralizing 
the role of the planner, but also through the purposeful solicitati on of the knowledge and 
values of citi zens in a more conversation-friendly fo rmat (i.e. face-to-face contact). In 
addi ti on, involvement is not viewed as a one-time information extracting event, but rather 
as a learning process which encourages the exchange of information between participants 
and their involvement in the entire development process. Because thj s planning approach 
views participation as a process, emphas is is put on mutual learni ng which encourages 
the building of relationships. 
Because the transact ive planning theory purposefully creates a more 
conversational (face-to-face) atmosphere, it encourages the express ion of a greater range 
of community voices from those who are not comfortable expressing themselves in a 
public meeting or hearing. Furthermore, a less formal forum has a greater ability to tap 
into the loca l knowledge-the personal, moral, aesthet ic or "s ide" view of place-which 
is essenti al to identifying those visual assets which are so closely tied to the culture and 
hi story of the community. Such expression offers a more holistic view of place that can 
balance out the tendency fo r planning to favor the "verti cal" scienti fic view. 
Friedmann's Transactive Planning Theory 
Objective 5 uggested Response 
#1: Make participation face-to-face contact with 
integral to planning planning community 
#2: Decentralize through va lidate local knowledge 
giving citizens power to and expression of ideas by 
direct and control processes linking them to action 
#3: Encourage active rely on interpersonal 
engagement in processes dialogue rather than 
placing planner in less traditional information-
central role (provider of extracting techniques 
information and feedback) 
#4: Put emphasis on goals, emphasize mutual 
such as building relation- learning and personal 
ships, rather than on a and institutional devel-
"means" o f filling state opment 
requirements or duties 
Figure I . Objectives of Friedmann's transactive planning theory 
(Lane 2005). 
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Addi ti onall y, giving community members the opportun ity to identify these assets 
of place together- through the process of mutual learning-can foster greater support 
(and therefore less confli ct) as the community grows and changes (Willi ams and 
Patterson 1996; Lewis 1979; Shepherd and Bowler 1997). Innes and Booher (2004) sum 
up the benefits of engaging participation which espouses the objecti ves of the transacti ve 
plann ing method : 
When an inclusive set of citi zens can engage in authentic di alogue where all are 
equall y empowered and informed and where they listen and are heard respectfull y 
and when they are working on a task of interest to al l, fo llowing their own 
agendas, everyone is changed. They learn new ideas and they often come to 
recogn ize that others' vi ews are legitimate. They can work through issues and 
create shared meanings as well as the poss ibility of joint acti on. (428) 
This process of mutually learning together builds relationships and increases the 
communi ty's ab ility to act collecti vely. Tt inc reases a community's soc ial capital. This is 
parti cul arly so when the "task of interest to all" is identifying the community' s physical 
and environmental assets (Flora and Flora 1996). 
Greater Public Participation Is St ill Needed 
Many of the tenets o f transacti ve planning can be found in participatory methods 
and too ls which have evolved in the last several decades. Such methods strive to move 
beyond the obstacles of the ex isting political and planning systems and replace 
traditional, one-way communicati on methods of the past, e .g. surveys and other feedback 
methods , with "enabling" tools or techniques " that enhance the transactions and 
knowledge creati on" between participants during the participation process (Horelli 2002, 
614). 
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However, even with such participation methods and techniques available, current 
literature suggests that planning still does not successfully employ effecti ve and enabling. 
In fact , many are still calling for better express ion of and incorporation of public views 
(Williams and Patterson 1996; Brehm, Eisenhauer, and Krannich 2004; Brandenburg and 
Carroll 1995). Additionally, researchers are asking for the inclusion of more historical, 
spatiall y-spec ific , and environmental perspectives (s ide views) into a system which is 
favorin g economic and geographically-universal perspectives (Wi ll iams and Patterson 
1996; Brehm, Eisenhauer, and Krannich 2004; Brandenburg and Carroll 1995). 
Horelli (2002) proposes that enabling participation methods are not often 
employed because it has been di fficult for many Western nations to incorporate new 
methods of participatory planning into their expert-led, top-down planning systems which 
are comprised of complex ru les and regulations. She also emphasizes that the extent to 
which these public participation tools and methods have been applied depends greatly 
upon the ex isting planning system of a place- on its "political , economic, and 
administrative cultures" (609). 
The objecti ve of the nex t section of thi s study is to identify a framework which 
will not only effectively identify participation methods and practices which will 
encourage participants to express the visual assets of place (through engag ing the tenets 
of the transactive planning theory), but which can also be successfully implemented in 
the political, economic , and ad ministrative culture of rural places throughout the state of 
Utah. 
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Part III : Building a Framework fo r Dec iphering Effecti ve Parti cipati on Methods 
The term publ ic participation is broad and varies greatl y in its use. Rowe and 
Frewer (2005) put it thi s way: 
In some cases, the public may "participate" by being the passive recipients of 
informati on from the regulators or governing bodies concerned; in other cases, 
public input may be sought, as in the soli citati on of public opinion through 
questi onnaires ; and in stili other cases, there may be acti ve participation of public 
representati ves in the decision-making process itself, such as through lay 
representation on an advisory committee. There are important conceptual 
di fferences among these different situations that render it inappropriate to 
descri be them ali using a single term-be that public participation, public 
invo lvement, or whatever. (254) 
Because public participation can occur in so many ways and to many di fferent 
degrees, it has prompted researchers to more spec ifi call y define and classify it. In 
general, class ifi cation systems seek to delineate public parti cipati on hy defining subtypes 
along a single "dimension" or according to on particul ar aspect of part icipation (Rowe 
and Frewer 2005). 
Perhaps one of the earli est and the most widely cited participati on class ifi cati on 
systems is Arnste in ' s ( 1969) ladder of citizen participation. It defines participati on 
accordin g to its ability to red istribute power from trad itional "power holders," or local 
leaders, to those who are not typica ll y heard ("have-nots") . Classifi cati on systems 
developed since then have used Arnstein ' s ladde r as a framework (see Horelli (2002)) , 
while others have attempted to classify participati on according to di fferent dimensions of 
participati on, such as extent of public involvement or exchange of information (Pretty et 
a!. 1995; Rowe and Frewer 2005). Eve n though each of these class ifications emphasize 
different dimensions, all of them seek to identify ways to distinguish between different 
approaches to participation. 
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In order to identify a body of techniques and methods which promote the 
participatory planning qualities espoused in Friedmann's transacti ve planning theory, 
three class ification systems have been selected for the abi lity of their "dimensions" to 
lend insight into major tenet s of Friedmann's approach. The three systems selected-
Arnstein's ladder of citizen participation, Pretty et a I. 's typology o.f participation, and 
Rowe and Frewer's flow of information typology-both individual! y, and when 
compared, give a more comprehensive view of the aspects of participation that separate 
participation methods that st rengthen the community fi eld through the engagement of 
mutual learni ng and interpersonal dialogue from those which do not. Building such a 
framework will , potentially, lead us to those methods which enab le members of the 
community to discover and exchange the often latent meanings and attachments they 
have spec ific places, patterns, and elements of the landscape and, therefore, lead citi zens 
to more active ly participate in the way their community landscape develops. 
Arnstein's Ladder of Citizen Participation ( 1969) 
Arnstein's ladder of citizen participation (Figure 2) identifies eight levels of 
participation (manipulation , therapy, informing, consult ation, placation, partnership, 
delegated power, and citizen control). These levels are based on degree of citizen control 
or how we ll participation methods redistribute power to the public. 
Three general categories overarch the eight rungs which signi fy the amount of 
influence or power the citizens have in the deci sion-maki ng portion of the community 
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Citizen Control 
Delegated Power 
Partnership 
Placation 
Consultation 
Informing 
Therapy 
Manipu lation 
citizens have full decision making 
power 
citizens hold the majority of decision 
making power 
citizens and local officials negotiate 
and engage in trade-offs 
citizens can advise loca l officia ls and 
planners; local officials still hold 
decision making power 
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citizens have a voice; lack follow-through 
power 
citizens are given information from local 
offi cials and planners 
objective is not to enable, but to "edu-
cate" or "cure" citizens 
Figure 2. Arnstein's (1969) ladder of citizen participation. 
deci sion-making process. From bottom to top of the ladder these broader categories-
nonparticipation, tokenism, and citizen power- range from not including citizen 
participation to allowing citizens full deci sion-making power. 
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The two participatory sec tions of the ladder- tokenism and citizen power-
iJJustrate just how broad the spectrum of participation reall y is. The three rungs within 
the tokenism secti on-informing, consultation, and placation-all seek to include 
citi zens in some way, however minimal it may be. Informing aJJows participants to 
recei ve information from decision-makers, but does not give the c iti zens their own the 
citizens, however, onl y when solicited by decision-makers and the solicitation of input 
does not ensure that it will inOuence the decision to be made. Even placation which is at 
the higher end of the tokenism section of the ladder al lows citi zens to be advisors on 
specific issues, yet still leaves the decision-making to the local leaders. 
Categories within the citizen power section permjt a greater degree of decision-
making on the part of the citi zens as one progresses up the ladder. This division begins 
with partnership , where citizens are encouraged to "negotiate and engage in trade-offs," 
moves to delegated power, where citizens do majori ty of deci sion making, and ends with 
citizen control, where full decision-making power is in the hands of the citizens. 
Strengths and Weaknesses of Arnstein 's Ladder 
Strengths. Arnstein 's ladder offers a beginning point- a basic framework-for 
understanding how different participation methods permit a range of levels of 
involvement in the development of a community. Arnstein ' s work also reminds us of the 
importance of including all vo ices, particularly those of that have not been heard in the 
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past. The best way of enabling those voices is by providing them with the opportunity to 
influence and be involved in the development of the community. 
Weaknesses. Influence is most clearl y seen and fell at the decision-making level. 
However, encouraging people to build relationships through interpersonal dialogue and 
mutual learning (elements espoused by Friedmann ' s theory) also play an important role 
in the enab ling or empowering of participants. In fact, Innes and Booher (2004) assert 
that the inclusion of "multi-way interaction in which citizens and other players work and 
talk in formal and informal ways" influences action and how well power is di stributed 
within the community (429). ln this regard, what Arnstein's ladder only hints at (in the 
description of the partnership level of the ladder it suggests that negotiation and trade-
offs occur) how enabling spec ifica lly happens. The brevity, and therefore simplicity, of 
the ladder makes it difficult to understand how these important aspects of the process, in 
the stages required prior to the final stage of making a decision , specifically affect 
decision-making power. 
Pretty et at. 's Typology of Participation ( 1995) 
Pretty et al. (1995) developed their typology of participation (Figure 3) in 
response to a difficulty they found in defining the ways people "interpret" the term 
participation. They believed that a typology would not only help di stinguish between 
different definitions of participati on, but also assist with the identificati on of what 
participation methods should be used to achieve one' s desired goal. The seven categories 
vary from the more commonl y-used, passive methods and techniques, such as 
35 
SELF- initiatives taken outside of institutions; 
MOBILIZATION institutions are contacted for guidance, 
resources, and technical advice 
INTERACTIVE interdisciplinary methods are used 
PARTICIPATION to seek multiple perspectives 
joint ana lysis leads to the develop-
ment of action plans and formation of 
or strengthening of local institutions 
citizens have control over local 
decisions and a stake in maintain-
ing practices 
c 
.g FUNCTIONAL groups are formed for predetermined 
"' PARTICIPATION objectives related to a specific project n. 
·o 
·;:; groups are typica lly formed in later stages of 
ro 
n. planning 
c 
<li facilitators heavily involved N 
·;:; 
·o 
0\ 
c 
participation takes the form of providing ·v; PARTICIPATION 
"' <li FOR MATERIAL resources (e.g. labor) for material return b 
E INCENTIVES no long-term investment by public 
PARTICIPATION local officia ls and planners determine prob-
BY CONSULTATION I ems and solutions 
rnodify solutions after listening to public 
views 
PARTICIPATION information extracted trough question-
IN INFORMATION naires, surveys, etc. 
GIVING information gathered typically not shared 
PASSIVE public informed about projects that are 
PARTICIPATION going to happen or that have already 
happened 
Figure 3. Pretty et al. 's (1995) typology of participation. 
passive participation (where the pub lic is told what is going to happen by the decision-
making body) to more interactive methods and techniques, such as self-mobilization 
(where citi zens join together and initiate the public engagement). 
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The seven categories delineate participation, as does Arnstein 's ladder, according 
to the leve l of involvement required by or allowed to the public. This typology, on the 
other hand , offers a more detailed description and more specific information regarding 
when and how that invol vement occurs. In particu lar, more information is offered 
regarding whether or not the participation environment is conducive to the expression of 
the values and meanings associated with place, such as how early and in how many 
stages of the community building and dec ision-making process citizens are involved, how 
often the participation is required (one-time vs. continuous), and the role of the pub li c 
versus the role of traditional power holders in determining community issues and 
decision making. 
For example, in the interactive participation description suggests an environment 
of mutual learning where citizens join together with local officials to conduct an analysis, 
where as in functional participation Gust one step away from the "interactive" end of the 
li st) the facilitators are sti ll heavily controlling, defining, and forming the objectives and 
compos ition of the groups of participants. 
Strengths and Weaknesses of Pretty et a!. 's Typology 
Strengths. Pretty et al.'s (1995) typology not only offers informati on regarding 
the level of involvement allowed to citizens, but also more detailed information regarding 
when and how that involvement takes place. This additional information provides insight 
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into how different types of participation more effecti vely espouse tenets of transacti ve 
planning. For instance, the decentrali zation of the current planning structure is 
encouraged through more ex tensive involvement of participants throughout the entire 
development process, from analysis to the deve lopment of action plans, in the interaClive 
participation category. Participati on within the interactive participation category also 
encourages using a variety of methods to encourage dialogue and the expression of 
differe nt perspectives. 
Weaknesses. In the description of thei r typology, Pretty et al. ( 1995) briefly 
mention that if citizen-supported, "sustainable" development is desired, methods which 
fit into the fun ctional participation category or higher should be used. While their 
typology puts forward tenets which create a greater degree of involvement, all of which 
give more power to the participants, they do not specifically explore how that 
invo lvement or how the specific aspects of participation form relationships and lead to 
acti ons which are more "sustainable". For example, while it is clear that earl y 
involvement offers an opportunity for part icipants to share more informati on and feel as 
if they are making a greater contribution to the process, what actually happens during the 
participation- how the informati on is exchanged and negotiated between participants-
greatly affects successful sharing of information and, therefore, influences the 
development of social networks and actions that are supported by those networks. 
A Comparison of Arnstein 's and Pretty et.al. 's 
Classification Systems 
Aligni ng common elements between Pretty et al. ' s ( 1995) typology descript ions 
and Arnstein 's (1969) ladder (Figure 4) illustrates how one dimension, the degree of 
involvement, relates to and influences the level of deci sion-making power. Adding 
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in formation from Pretty et al. 's typology to Arnste in ' s shows that enabling participation 
involves much more than the leve l of their involvement in making decisions; that is, it is 
specificall y dependent upon how early and involved citizens are in the process. 
Examining Pretty et al. ' s ( 1995) descriptions at the division between Arnstein ' s 
( 1969) degree of tokenism and degree of citizen power exhibits how the ex tent of 
involvement contributes to the empowerment of participants. For example, one aspect 
which disti nguishes tokenism from citizen power is when participation is included. That 
is, participatory methods which utilize pub li c input in the later stages of plan ning fall on 
the tokeni stic side, whereas, those wh ich fall on the cit izen power side do so from the 
beginning (analysis) to the end (action plan). Participatory methods that do not include 
participants in the action send the message that the knowledge they share during the 
analys is stages, such as the identifi cati on of important places and features in the physical 
environment, is not important enough implemented; that is , the informati on conveyed is 
not "validated." 
Rowe and Frewer's Information Flow 
Model of Engagement (2005) 
More recently, Rowe and Frewer (2005) have offered a typology (Figure 5) which 
subdivides participation mechanisms according to the level of information flow that 
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Degree ofTokenism Degree of Citizen Power 
Ladder of Citizen Participation 
Informing Consultation 
Arnstein (1969) Placation Partnership Delegated Power Citizen Control 
citizens are given citizens have a voice; lack follow-through power citizens can advise citizens and citizens hold the citizens have full 
Dimension #1: information from local officials, yet local officials majority of decision-making 
Level of Decision-making local officials do not hold negotiate and decision-making power 
Power decision making engage in power 
power trade-offs 
PASSIVE PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION FUNCTIONAL lrRAcnVE SELF-
PARTICIPATION IN INFORMATION BY CONSULTATION FOR MATERIAL PARTICIPATION P lRTICIPATION MOBILIZATION 
GIVING INCENTIVES 
Typology of Participation t citizens Informed Information local officials and participation takes groups are formed joint analysis leads to the Initiatives taken 
Pretty et al. (1995) about projects extracted trough planners deter- the form of for predetermined developT ent of action plans outside of institu-
that are going to questionnaires, mine problems providing objectives related and for~tlon of or tlons; Institutions 
happen or that surveys, etc.; and solutions; resources (e.g. to a specific strengthl nlng of local are contacted for 
Dimension #2: have already Information modify solutions labor) for material project; groups institutions; Interdisciplinary guidance, 
Level of Involvement happened gathered typically after listening to return; no long- are typically methodslare used to seek resources, and 
not shared citizen views term Investment formed In later multiple perspectives; technical advice 
by citizens stages of plan- citizens ~ave control over 
nlng; facilitators local decisions and a stake In 
heavily Involved maintaining practices 
Figure 4. Comparison of Arnstein's and Pretty et al. 's classification systems. 
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information exchanged between 
loca l officia ls and cit izens; typical ly in 
groups with face-to-face contact 
Public 
Participation dialogue exists to varying degrees; 
representatives present from both 
citizens and loca l officials 
dialogue and negotiation used to 
transform opinions of both !ocal 
officia ls and citizens 
~ 
c 
ClJ 
E information conveyed from local ClJ 
Ol 
"' 
officia ls to citizens through a process 
Ol 
c initiated by loca l officials lJ.J 
-~ Public :0 
:::l Consultation no formal dialogue exists between c.. 
local officials and citizens 
information elicited from citizens 
to represent currently held opin-
ions on specific topic 
information conveyed from loca l officials 
of initiative to cit izens 
Public one-way information fiow 
Communication 
citizen feedback not sought; no mecha-
nism for cit izen input 
Figure 5. Rowe and Frewer 's (2005) information flow model. 
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occurs between members of the public and the sponsor (local officials) of the 
participation exercise. Information flow is divided into three categories: public 
communication, public consultation, and public participation (Note: Rowe and Frewer 
use the term public engagement in place of the term public participation, as it has been 
used in this document; that is, to broadly speak of the involvement of the public in 
community development processes. In their work, the term public participation refers to 
a more specific type of public engagement.) 
Public communication covers the passive forms of participation that occur when 
information is passed on from the sponsor (local officials or planners) to the public. This 
is typically a one-way information flow where no public feedback is sought nor is any 
means provided to the public to communicate a response. 
Rowe and Frewer's second category, public consultation, also involves the 
passing of information from local officia ls to public. However, information is typicall y 
relayed as part of a process which also involves the solicitation of information- usually 
on a specific, current subject- from the public as well. This exchange of information is 
not in the form of dialogue or two-way communication, with both sides acting as equal 
partners, but rather is controlled by the local offic ials or planners. 
The final category, public participation, entails the exchange of information 
between the local leaders and the public. Two-way communicat ion occurs, often in a 
group setting in wh ich members from both groups participate. Viewpoints are shared and 
opinions are often transformed through conversi ng back and forth and negotiating. 
Strengths and Weaknesses of Rowe and 
Frewer 's Typology 
Strengths. Rowe and Frewer' s typology adds several important aspects for 
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cons ideration when deciphering how partic ipati on influences the building of community 
capacity, parti cul arl y regarding the opportunity to exchange informati on and how the 
exchange and negotiation of information can transform opinions. as well as influence 
decision-mak ing. It offers more detailed info rmation regarding the means through which 
involvement actually occurs. It also reveals how important the exchange of information 
and the aggregation of knowledge is in the participation process and , more particul arl y, 
the importance of the manner in which that information is conveyed or exchanged relates 
to the public's contribution to making dec isions for the community. Such information is 
particul arly valuable when seeking ways to encourage the expression of va lues and 
meanings assoc iated with important places and features that are currently not being 
successfull y expressed in part icipatory exercises. Furthermore, man y of the vari ables and 
tenets of the public participation category in thi s model, such as face- to- face interacti on 
and emphas is on information exchange, negoti ati on, and the transformati on of opin ions 
through such processes, closely align with the objecti ves of transactive planning theory 
and , there fore, how conduci ve the parti cipation environment is to the express ion of 
personal and aesthetic views of place. 
Weaknesses. While Rowe and Frewer discuss in detail how information is 
exchanged, they primaril y foc us on the re lationship between sponsor, or local offi cials, 
and participant and neglect the aspects of informat ion fl ow and di alogue between 
participants, parti cularl y those with di vergent views. 
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A Comparison of the Three Classification Systems 
When Rowe and Frewer' s third dimension, the fl ow of information, is added to 
the public participation framework along with Arnstein and Pretty et al. ' s class ificati ons 
(Fi gure 6) convergences between the three dimensions can clearly be seen. Four di stinct 
groups emerge from the combined spectrum. The first group (Passive) consists of the 
most passive form of tokenisti c participati on. In general, the public are onl y recipients of 
information and do not have any means or influence in the process of deve lopment or 
deci sion-making. This group will not be discussed in detail as this type of participation 
does not meet the minimum state requirements of public involvement (allowi ng response 
through public hearings). 
Perhaps the most noticeable, as it covers the largest portion of the spectrum, is the 
second group (Consultation). It is interesting, but not surpri sing, that the largest portion 
of the spectrum discusses tokeni st ic approaches. This may be due to the predominant use 
of such approaches in past planning methods, as well as in many current planning 
systems. In fact , the shortcomings of current part icipation discussed previously, such as 
the "us vs. them" environment (Innes and Booher 2004) , planner-controlled process 
(Kumar 2002; Lane 2005; Hore lli 2002), feedback-only role (Innes and Booher 2004), 
are all refl ected within the descriptions and tenets of the Consultation group. Similarly, 
the state-mandated form of public participation-public hearings-also lies wi thin this 
group, along with other commonl y employed participation methods, such as surveys, 
questionnaires, and other methods of feedback. 
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Increasing citizen participation 
Group 1: Passive Group 2: Consultation Sub-section: Group ~: Partnership Group 4: Citizen Group Consultation Initiated 
Degree ofTokenism Degree of Citizen Po r~er 
Ladder of Citizen Participation 
Informing Consultation Placation Partnership Delegated Power Citizen Control Arnstein (1969) 
citizens are given citizens have a voice; lack follow-through power citizens can advise citizens and lo:jl citizens hold the citizens have full Dimension #1 : information from local officials and officials negot1a e majority of decision-making 
Level of Decision-making Power local officials and planners, yet do and engage in decision-making power 
planners not hold decision trade-offs l 
power 
making power 
PASSIVE PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION PARTICIPATION FUNCTIONAL INT FRACTIVE SELF-
PARTICIPATION IN INFORMATION BY CONSULTATION FOR MATERIAL PARTIOPATION PAR lnOPATION MOBIUZATION 
Typology of Participation GIVING INCENTIVES 
Pretty et al. (1995) citizens informed information local officials and participation takes groups are formed joint analy :ds leads to the Initiatives taken 
about projects extracted trough planners deter- the form of for predetermined development of action plans outside of institu-
Dimension #2: that are going to questionnaires, mine problems providing objectives related and formation of or t lons; institutions 
Level of Involvement happen or that surveys, etc.; and solutions; resources (e.g. to a specific strengthening of local are contacted for 
have already information modify solutions labor) for material project; groups institution~; Interdisciplinary guidance, 
happened gathered typically after listening to return; no long- are typically methods are used to seek resources, and 
not shared public views term Investment formed In later multiple pbrspectlves; technical advice 
by public stages of plan- citizens hake control over 
nlng; facilitators local decis ons and a stake In 
heavily Involved maintainir1g practices 
Public Engagement 
Public Public Public 
Communication Consultation Paj11dpatlon 
Information Flow Model Information Information conveyed from local information e~changed between 
Rowe & Frewer (2005) conveyed from local officials to citizens through a process local officials rd citizens 
officials to citizens Initiated by local officials 
Dimension #3: one-way informa- no formal dialogue exists between dialogue exist!S to varying degrees 
Flow of Information tion flow local officials and citizens (typically in a group setting with 
representativts from both local 
officials and c t lzens) 
citizen feedback information elicited from citizens dialogue and r egotlatlon used to 
not sought; no to represent currently held transform opi nlons In members of 
mechanism for opinions on specific topic both local off dais and citizens 
citizen input 
Figure 6. Comparison of the three classification system s. 
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A clear di vision ex ists between the tokeni sti c approaches of the Consultation 
group and the knowledge and in formation sharing approaches of the thi rd group 
(Partnership). The characteri sti cs of all three dimensions in thi s group seek to offer an 
environment which is more conducive to the sharing of the culture of the community and 
are, therefore, closely aligned to the major objecti ves and suggested responses in 
Friedmann 's transacti ve planning theory (Figure 7). Interestingly, thi s group is a single 
column; that is, it does not show the diversity or varying degrees of parti cipation within 
the group that the Consultation group does. This may be due to the fact that these more 
transacti ve, enabling methods have onl y been focused on in the last few decades (Rowe 
and Frewer 2005 ; Horelli 2002). 
The descriptions within the Partnership group reveal characteristi cs o f 
partic ipation that move beyond the tokeni stic approaches of the Consultation group 
through the encouragement of coll aborati ve measures which focus on the process rather 
than the product. The descriptions are imbued with the sharing of local knowledge, 
engagement in di alogue, face-to-face envi ronments, and encouragement of the 
transformation of knowledge between part icipant s. All of which create an environment 
which more favorably allows the sharing of values and meanings, such as those regarding 
visual elements of the landscape, and which more promotes the building of stronge r 
social capital. 
The fourth group (Citizen Ini tiated) covers a form of participation which e ndows 
fu ll decision-making power to the citi zens, therefore putting traditional power-holders in 
the role of adv isor or consultant onl y. While thi s approach to parti cipation may be the 
Partnership Ca tegory 
Interactive Parti cipation 
Transactive Planning Theory Category 
Objective Suggested Response Arnstein (1969) Pretty et al. (1995) 
#1: Make participation face- to-face contact w ith joint analysis 
integ ral to planning planning community 
ci tizens hold th e citizens have control 
#2: Decentralize through vali date local knowledge majority of decision- over local decisions 
giving citizens power to and expression of ideas by makin g power development of action direct and control processes linking them to action 
plans 
#3: En courage active rely on interpersonal interdisciplinary 
engagement in processes dialogue rather than method s used to seek 
pl acing planner in less trad itional in formation - multiple perspectives 
central role (provider of extracting techniques 
information and feedack) 
#4: Put emphasis on goals, emphasize mutual negoti ate and engage formation of local 
su ch as building relation- learning and personal in trade-offs institutions 
ships, rather than on a and institution al 
"means" of filling state development citizens have a stake in 
requirements or duti es maintain ing practices 
Figure 7. Transactive plarming theory characteristics in the three classification systems. 
Public Parti cipation 
Category 
Rowe and Frewer (2005) 
information exchanged 
between local officials 
and citizens; typically in 
groups w ith face-to-face 
con tact 
dialogue exists to 
varying degrees; 
representatives present 
from both citizens and 
local officials 
dialogue and negoti a-
tion used to transform 
opinions of both local 
officials and citizens 
.,. 
a, 
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most empowering to the citi zens themselves , it has several limitations. As the lack of 
information from Rowe and Frewer' s typology might suggest, placing power holders in 
the role of consultant promotes a one-way communication flow which does not facilitate 
negotiation and the transformation of opinions between both groups. In this way, 
information flow is controlled by one group as it is in the public consultation section of 
Rowe and Frewer' s (2005) typology. Although a reversal of roles exists , this form of 
participation promotes a development process without a forum for dialogue and where, 
once again, one group controls the flow or solicits the information (asks for feedback , 
advice, etc.). Furthermore, integrating citizen-controlled practices into current planning 
systems could be difficult. As mentioned earlier, many places have difficulty 
incorporating the more enabling participations methods (from the third group) into 
current planning systems (Horelli 2002). Striving to engage participation at the full 
citizen power level into a system that is planner-controlled and politically centralized 
could prove to be much more difficult. 
Part IV: Evaluating and Categorizing Public Participation Methods 
A great variety and number of participatory tools, methods, and techniques 
(referred to methods in the remainder of this document) exist (Rowe and Frewer 2005 ; 
Horelli 2002). In fact, even Rowe and Frewer (2005), who compiled a list of over a 
hundred public participation methods for their research purposes, acknowledge that there 
are "undoubtedly more" as their list has a bias on "UK and US types that appear in the 
literature or in technical reports that are known to us" (256). Furthermore, they add that 
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there are also methods which are "composite processes" which incorporate other methods 
either completely or in part (Rowe and Frewer 2005). Clearly. with such variety and 
numbers of participation methods , it is important to find a framework for effectively 
selecting mechanisms which will meet the specific goals for employing the public 
participation. 
Participatory methods which enable members of the community to actively 
participate in the way their community landscape develops clearly fall within the 
Partnership Group of the classification system framework (Figure 6). The need to 
decipher which methods espouse the tenets of this group is reaffirmed by the fact that 
approaches in the last subsection of the Consultation group-entitled Group Consultation 
subsection (Figure 6)-include part of the aspects of the transactive planning theory, such 
as a face-to-face, group format and a degree of interpersonal dialogue. On the other 
hand, practices from this subsection are also missing key elements of transactive planning 
theory which encourage interaction and lead to the transformation of ideas and action. 
For this reason , it is particularly important to understand the purpose of possible 
participation methods and to discern which of these two groups they most closely match. 
Deriving Principles for Comparison 
In order to evaluate the various participation methods, common principles (Figure 
8) were derived from the three classification systems reviewed earlier. As a result, the 
principles cover the three dimensions of those systems: the level of decision making 
power, the level of involvement, and the flow of information. Where principles 
overlapped between dimensions , they were combined. For example, the description of 
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Classification System Descriptions Principle position Principle 
Group Consultation Partnership Group Consultation Partnership 
I Are participants given: c: .... 
citizens can advise local officials, yet citizens hold the majority of decision 0 Gl -
- ~ 0\ no decision making power influence through negotiation or ~ 0 ~ do not hold decision making power making power OR #1: Decision-making power 0.. delegated power? en-
-c:.E 0- Gl 
citizens and local officials negotiate ~ ..... ~ e ~ and engage in trade-offs covered below (Rowe and Frewer) Gl .... 
...J < 
groups are formed for predetermined lnterdisciplanary methods are used 
Is participant Involvement: 
objectives related to a specific project to seek multiple perspectives narrowly focused or limited to OR holistically approached using 
a specific objective various means to acquire #2: Holistic approach 
multiple perspectives? l 
I 
groups are typically formed In later joint analysis leads to the develop- Are participant involved: 
... 
stages of planning ment of action plans and formation c 
-
in a single stage of the OR from the beginning (analysis) to #3: Extent of involvement CLI 
"" 
of or strengthening of local institu-E ~ process the end (action/ Implementation)? ~ 
-
tions 
~ Iii I c ... Are issues (and assets): 
'0 CLI facilitators heavily involved 
~ ~ pre-determined (defined and OR developed and defined in anlopen 
#4: Involvement In process 
~ identified) by experts process by the participants? development ~Q. 
citizens have a stake in maintain-
Does Involvement In the process: 
ing practices end when the activity ends OR go beyond the activity or include #5: Long-term involvement 
some kind of follow-up? I 
citizens have control over local 
covered above (Arnstein) decisions 
information conveyed from local Is Information: 
I 
information exchanged between 
-
officials to public through a process local officials and citizens; typically in conveyed (no formal dialogue) OR exchanged in face-to-face di~logue 
#6: Information exchange c: 8 Initiated by local officials groups with face-to-face contact 0 between local officials and pr blic? 
-.::; C! ,., 
E .... l ,g ~ no formal dialogue exists between dialogue exists to varying degrees; 
.s Gl local officials and citizens representatives present from both .... Is information: 
-
u.. 
0 ~ citizens and local officials ~ ~ exchange limited in order to exchange, negotiation, and #7: Consensus-building 0 OR U:&, Information elicited from citizens dialogue and negotiation used to acquire specific information consensus building encouraged? 
to represent currently held opin- transform opinions of both local 
Ions on specific topic officials and citizens 
Figure 8. Derivation of evaluation principles. 
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negotiation and engagement in trade-offs under Arnstein ' s dimension is sufficiently 
covered under the description in Rowe and Frewer's dimension regarding dialogue, 
negotiation and the transformation of opinions. The two were, therefore, combined into a 
single principle, #7: Consensus-building, under Rowe and Frewer's dimension. Seven 
principles emerged from this process (Figure 8). 
Narrowing the Methods Pool 
Methods from two main publications were selected: Where Do We Go from 
Here?: A Review of Community Participation Methods (Day, Morris, and Knight 1998) 
and The Community Planning Handbook: How People Can Shape Their Cities, Towns 
and Villages in any Part ofrhe World (Wates 2000). These publications were selected 
because they not only covered a large number of methods, seventeen and fifty-three 
respectively, but also because their selections included methods which seek greater 
involvement in the planning of the local environment. Day, Morris, and Knight (1998) 
specifically focuses on community participation methods which "aspire to reach the 
higher rungs of [Arnstein 's]ladder" and "replace, or work along side methods which 
Arnstein describes as tokenism" (3). Wates ' (2000) work covers a "wide range of 
methods of community planning" which incorporate "new ways of people interacting, 
new types of events, new types of organization, new services and new support 
frameworks" which have been created, within the last several decades , with the intention 
of increasing community involvement (2). 
The seventy methods combined from these two sources were then further 
narrowed by eliminating methods according to the following criteria: 
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Information Gathering Only. Methods which did not at least indicate the 
characteristics that bridge between the two groups , Group Consultation and Partnership, 
that is include some kind of face-to-face contact and a degree of interpersonal dialogue 
between participants, were not included in the evaluation. Methods missing such 
elements tended to be information gathering methods- such as participatory editing 
(where participants give feedback on a draft of a community document) or interactive 
displays (where participams can write comments on community information displayed in 
a location where community members have access to). Such methods fall within the 
other categories of the Consultation group, but not within the Group Consultation 
subsection. Clearly, information gathering methods can, if used in conjunction with other 
methods that seek to build social connections, provide useful information. 
Resource Intensive. Because rural areas are highly dependent upon volunteer, 
citizen officials and often lack the funding , staff, and technical tools for planning 
(Heimlich and Anderson 200 l; Krannich and Petrzelka 2003), methods that require a lot 
of resources-particularly in the form of time, money, and/or required extensive planner 
and expert involvement- were also not included. Resource-intensive methods were 
often part of large, extensive participation effort which are more appropriate for larger, 
more urban areas. Also, selecting less time-intensive methods could help encourage 
greater participation, as both urban and rural citizens are less likely to participate in 
participation methods which are more time-intensive (Putnam 2000). 
Single-issue (narrow) Focus. A number of methods focus primarily on solving 
specific design problems. While some problem-oriented methods are applicable, many of 
them were too narrowly focused to incorporate or be altered to fit an asset-based 
approach to community planning. 
Based on these criteria, the seventy methods were narrowed to twelve methods. 
They are: 
Citizens' Juries (CJ) 
Community Planning Forum (CPF) 
Community Profiling (CP) 
Design Workshop (DW) 
Forums (F) 
Open Space Technology (OST) 
Photo Survey (PS) 
Reconnaissance Trip (RT) 
• Roundtable/Consensus Building (R/CB) 
Parish Maps (PM) 
• Small Group Discuss ion (SGD) 
Village Design Statements (VDS) 
Figure 9 offers the comprehensive list of methods along wi th criteria for inclusion or 
exc lusion in this method analysis . The twelve methods are described in greater detail in 
Figure 10. 
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Citizens' Juries a group of 12-25 citizens represents the general public are selected and 
(CJ) given a JUry-like role (with decision-making power) about a 
pia nni ng/ policy issue; 
. the ''jury" hears evidence from ''w itnesses'~ cross-examines, receives 
wr itten evidence, discusses and then reports their agreement and 
disagreement with the policy or issue 
Community an open, multipurpose event which typically lasts several hours; often 
Planning used at the beginning of the development process 
Forum (CPF) . consists of three parts: 
1) participants write comments on information which has been 
assembled and displayed by activity instigators 
2) a larger group gathers in an open forum to discuss feedback 
on displays 
3) smaller workshop groups work around tables on various 
pre-selected topics (can be selected in the open forum) 
Community • uses a range of methods (group-oriented, traditional data collection, 
Profiling (CP) and presentation techniques) to coiled information aboutthe nature, 
needs, and resources of the community 
• employs vi sua I methods (such as mapping, surveying, charting, etc.), as 
well as verbal, to provide an alternative method of expression 
• participation occurs at beginning of process for the purpose of getting 
information from public 
Design • hands-on sessions with small groups (8-1 0 people) of professionals and 
Workshop non-professionals to develop ideas and plans 
(DW) • groups work around a table, drawing and making changes to 
plans/ maps or flexible models; different groups can be assigned differ-
ent issues or at different scales 
• each group discusses options in a structured format with a facilitator 
leading the discussion; a note-taker records the discussion 
Forums (F) • regular meeting of a group of representatives of organizations and 
groups (typically key political, professional, economic and social groups, 
as well as activist and local interest groups) 
• used to exchange information, facilitate discussion, create networks, 
develop policies &strategies, and identify potential projects 
• often used for larger, reg ion a I issues rather than community-level issues 
Open Space • 1-3 day event open all interested people; stakeholders invited 
Technology a theme is selected and advertised prior to the event; all participants are 
(OST) • gathered in an opening circle and generate topics and session leaders 
participants sign up for smaller group sessions and discussion issues 
• discussion points are recorded, posted, and reviewed at closing circle 
meeting 
Figure 9. Brief descriptions of participation methods reviewed. 
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Parish Maps . set of loosely-structured activities encourages participation of citizens 
(PM) with variety of interests to express their positive feelings about their 
locality while walking through it 
uses a variety of mediums to map important, valued, and threatened 
characteristics; final map is displayed in public 
. uses additional community planning activities with local schools and 
community groups 
PhotoS urvey . individuals or teams take photos of the neighborhood or community 
(PS) according to a specified theme (can be general or specific); different 
groups can be assigned different themes 
printed photos are combined with written comments, feelings, and 
evaluations 
. information is presented by groups and used for debate and discussion, 
analysis, and/or design 
Reconnais- . teams of 15 or less are comprised of local people and technical experts 
sance a route-to be walked or driven-is planned to familiarize citizens with 
Trip(RT) the physica I environment by passing by key features and "issues" 
• teams take notes, sketch, and discuss as they move through the tour 
. a debriefing is held at end of trip where information collected by 
different teams is combined 
Roundtable/ a group of experts and practitioners meet to discuss and come to a 
Consensus consensus on a specific issue or problem 
Building . the group is typically between 16-24 members and is headed by a chair 
(R/ CB) or facilitator 
. decision-making is often by vote 
Small Group . small groups used to evade intimidating large, expert-run meetings 
Discussion . uses a variety of group-oriented methods (e.g., information exchanges, 
(SGD) SWOT analyses, initiative and action planning workshops, and focus 
groups) to encourage the exchange of information, views, and opinions 
and to incorporate a wide range of voices from different backgrounds, 
ages, etc. 
Village citizens are encouraged to define (through the sharing of ideas, taking 
Design photos of important places, etc.) the distinctive character of their place 
Statements . coordinators are selected from locals to create design principles based 
(VDS) upon the loca I character 
• work with loca I planning officials to incorporate these principles into 
planning policy, and involve the larger public 
Figure 9 (continued). Brief descriptions of participation methods reviewed. 
Resource Intensive 
Source Participation Method Information Single-Issue 
Gathering >. ~ ~ Cll Cll .... c c Cll c 
Only E 0 CL.., 
i= :E x -w c.. 
Citizens' Juries 
i!- ~ Community appraisals • 
·- 00 §~ Community arts • e-E~ Community planning weekends • • 
0 .2' 
u c Community visioning • 0::.::: 
~-g Credit unions • • Ql .., 
·:; "' Forums Ql · -a:: t::: 
<( 0 Future search • • .. ~ Qj:;. Local exchange trading systems (l£TS) • ... .., Qlo :::c ~ Open space technology E "' e"8 Parish maps -~ 0 .... 
"' Ql Planning for real • Ql~ 
:;: § Priority search • • • 0 . . 0.., Questionnaire surveys • Ql .9-(jj .!:.! 
Round tables/consensus building ~~ Small qroup discussions 
Village design statements 
Action planning event • 
Activity week • • 
Architecture center • • 
8 
0 
N 
Art workshop • • • 
"' Award scheme • Ql
.... 
~ Briefing workshop • • 
~ Choice catalogue • 8 
.£:J Community design center • • 1J 
c: 
.., Community planning forum ::I: 
C\ Community profiling c: 
·c 
Design assistance team c: • .., 
0:: Design fest • • i!' 
·c Design game • • :I 
E Design workshop E 
0 Development trust • u 
Ql 
~ Diagrams* similar to parish mapping 
"""" 
Elect ronic map • • 
Elevation montage • • • 
Figure 10. Methods excluded and included in evaluation. 
Source Participation Method 
Environment shop 
Feasibil ity fund 
Field workshop 
Future search conference 
Gaming 
Ideas competition 
Interactive display 
Local design statement* 
Mappinq* 
Microplanning workshop 
0 Mobile unit 8 
N Models 
"' Ql Neighborhood planning office .... .., 
:;: 
Newspaper supplement ~ 
0 Open house event 
..8 
1J Open space workshop* c: 
.., 
::I: Participatory editing Ol 
c: 
·c Photo Survey 
c: 
..!!! Planning aid scheme CL 
.~ Planning day 
c: 
::I Planning for real E 
E Planning weekend 0 
u 
Ql Prioritizing ~ 
"""" Process planninq session 
Reconnaissance Trip 
Review session 
Risk assessment 
Roadshow 
Simulation 
Street stall 
Table scheme display 
Taskforce 
Urban design studio 
User group* 
Video soapbox 
Resource Intensive 
Single-Issue Information ~ ~ >-
Gathering Cll Cll c Cll c c.. c 
Only E 0 )(~ i= :iE we.. 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
similar to village design statements 
similar to parish mapping 
• 
• 
• • 
• • 
• 
• 
similar to open space technology 
• 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • I 
• 
• 
I 
• 
• 
• 1 
• 
• • 
• • 
• 
• • 
similar to forums 
• • 
D ~articipat.ion methods 
Included m evaluat ion 
* = Similar to a method (as 
noted) described in Day, Morris, 
and Knight 1998's publication 
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The Evaluation Process 
Participation method descriptions from the two sources described above were 
used to evaluate whether or not the method matched the Group Consultation group or the 
Partnership group for each principle (Figure 11). 
Each participatory method was then assigned to a group (Figure 12) according to 
the group it predominately matched on all of the principles. None of the methods 
matched all seven principle positions in either group. Not surprisingly, several methods 
were split between the two groups , having either three or four positions in both of the 
groups . These "split" methods were assigned to a separate category and will be referred 
as the Group Consultation/Partnership group methods for discussion purposes. 
Several methods clearly employed techniques that emphasized inventorying of the 
visual assets of the community' s physical environment directly. Methods which did so 
are indicated (Figure 11). Methods which did not specifically emphasize the inventory of 
vi sual assets offered significant insight into the exchange of information between 
participants which could be combined with visual asset-identifying techniques from other 
methods. 
Results of the Evaluation 
The following discussion will look at the approaches and practices that can be 
derived from the methods which matched principles of the Partnership group. Such 
approaches and practices should offer to ways to encourage interaction and the formation 
of social networks which can lead to greater participation and influence on the way a 
community landscape develops. In order to do this, each principle will , first, be reviewed 
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Otlzens' Juries Community Community Design Forums {f) Open Space Parish Maps Photo Survey Reconnaissan ~e Roundtable/ Small Group Village Design (0) Planning Profiling (CP) Workshop Technology (PM) (PS) Trip<Rn Consensus Disa.~ssion Statements 
Forum (CPF) (DW) (OST) Building {R/CB) (SGD) (VDS) 
GC p GC p GC p GC p GC p GC p GC p GC p GC PI GC p GC p GC p 
#1: Decision making power i delegated power • • • • • • • • • • • • none al 
#2: Holistic approach 
variety of • • • • • • • • • • • • narrowly focused al methodsfrrultiple (specific objective) perspectives 
#3: Extent of Involvement 
• • • • • • • • • • • • single stage of 
al 
beginning (analysis) 
the process to end (action p lan) I 
#4: Involvement in process development 
heavily participants help • • • • • • • • • • • • structured and al define structure lead by exper ts 
#5: Long-term invovlement 
• • • • • • • • • • ends with goes beyond • • 
activity end al activity (follow-up) 
#6: Information exchange I 
information face-to-face • • • ® • • • • ® • • ® l 
conveyed (one-way) al exchange 
#7: Consensus4:>uilding 
exchange negotiation • • • • • • • • • • • • 
limited al encouraged 
GROUP GC GC GC GC/P p GC GCJP GC GC I GC GC/P p 
VISUAL ASSET BASED VISUAL VISUAL \1SUAL \1SUAL VISUAL VISUAL 
GC =Group Consultation group 
GCJP =split between Group Consultation and Partnership group 
p =Partnership group 
® =groups comprised of both local offidals and dtizens 
Figme 11. Methods evaluation (alphabetical). 
#1: Dedsion making power 
none rn delegated power 
#2: Holistic approadl 
variety of 
narrowly focused 
OR methods/multiple (specific objective) perspectives 
#3: Extent of Involvement 
single stage of rn beginning (analysis) 
the process to end (action plan) 
#4: Involvement in process development 
heavi ly participants help 
structured and OR define structure lead by experts 
#5: Long-term invovlement 
ends with OR goes beyond 
activity end activity (follow-up) 
#6: Information exchange 
information face-to-face 
conveyed (one-way) OR exchange 
#7: Consensus-building 
exchange negotiation 
limited OR encouraged 
GC =Group Consultation group 
P =Partnership group 
Gtizens' Juries 
(0) 
GC p 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
® =groups comprised both local officials and citizens 
Figure 12. Methods evaluation by group. 
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and comparisons will be made between groups (inter-group) and within each group itself 
(intra-group) . The second part of the di scussion wi ll include an assessment of how these 
methods spec ificall y fa ll short or successfull y employ techniques and approaches which 
embody the Partnership group principle positions. Finally, a discussion of the how these 
approaches and practices can lead to more enabling participation will occur. 
Evaluation Discussion: Principles Commonly 
Nor Addressed by Methods 
A principle-by-principle comparison of the twelve methods revealed that the 
subjects of three of the principles, Decision-making Power(# I), Long-term Involvement 
(#5), and Information Exchange (#6) , were com monly not addressed in the method 
descriptions. This can be seen in the fairly cons istent position stance amongst all the 
methods on each of these princip les. Possible reasons for this lack of information are 
discussed more spec itlcally under each principle discussion below. 
Principle # I: Decision-maki ng Power 
"A re public participants given influence through negotiation or delegated power?" 
Group Comparison. Three of the twelve rev iewed methods indicated de legating 
some level of decision making power to participants. Only one of the three fell into the 
Partnership group while the other two predominately matched the Group Consu ltation 
group positions. Neither of latter two had the backup from other importan t components 
which would indicate that the decision making power was being entrusted to the 
participants, such as involvement in the action plan (principle #2) , or allowing the 
participants to identify community issues, topics of discussion, etc. (principle #4). 
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Discussion. Participation guides, such as Day, Morris , and Knight ' s and Wates ', 
are written to be applicable to broad aud iences. As individual communities differ in their 
"politi cal, economic, and administrative cultures" (Horelli 2002, 609), it is 
understandable that such guides would not be able to address how or who the decision 
making power should go to in each community. However, this does not decrease the 
importance of ensuring that participant s know-because of how participati on is 
conducted and incorporated- they have influence on deci sions made within their 
community. 
Implementing ideas expressed in any participation exercise into decisions has 
such a great influence on either encouraging or di scouraging future participation. 
Participation is viewed as futile or not worth the participants' time if power holders 
appear to not be "listening" or not integrating public input into decisions (Rydin and 
Pennington 2000). 
Principle #5: Long-term Involvement 
"Does involvement in the process go beyond the activity or include some kind of 
follow-up? " 
Group Comparison. Only one of the thirteen methods, Forums, mentions long-
term involvement (in the form of regul ar meetings). 
Discussion. As di scussed earlier, time-consuming participation acti vities can 
discourage participation. However, if involvement stops with one activity, as many of 
these methods do, relationships which were formed can be weakened. In thi s sense, 
Principle #3 (Extent of Participation) the extent of involvement affects long-term 
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involvement, but also the way in which information is exchanged (Principle #6) and the 
ability of that process to form long-term relationships and "social institutions" (Principle 
#7) (Rydin and Pennington 2000). While these social institutions can influence the 
likelihood of follow up meetings occurring, it is important that mechanisms for future 
involvement-to make adjustments to and update information which changes over time 
as the physical environment changes and develops- be incorporated and stated as part of 
the participation exercise itself. ln fact , Rydin and Pennington (2000) emphasize that 
small communities where individuals "repeatedly communicate and interact in a 
localized physical selling can build rich social networks" and work to disregard the 
common belief that one person ' s participation will not have a large enough impact to 
make it worth their time (160, emphasis added). 
Principle #6: Information Exchange 
"Is information exchanged in face-to-face dialogue between power holder and public?" 
Group Comparison. Rowe and Frewer's (2005) typology specifically expresses 
the importance of exchange between sponsors and public participants in order to build 
social networks. However, because information exchange between all participants is 
important, methods were evaluated according to the general exchange between 
participants. Those methods which specifically encouraged face-to-face information 
exchange between sponsors and public participants were marked uniquely (see Figure 
II). Only three of the twelve methods (Reconnaissance Trip, Design Workshop, and 
Village Design Statements) mentioned such a group composition. However, of the three, 
Village Design Statements was the only method which placed in the Partnership group. It 
was al so the only method to include local officials (as opposed to professional s) in that 
exchange, as well as the only one of the three to utilize such exchange in a negotiation 
and consensus-building process (Principle #7). 
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Discussion. The importance of an exchange between citizens and deci sion makers 
is reaffirmed by Innes and Booher (2004) who assert that when stakeholders--citi zens, 
members of organized interest groups, planners, and public administration-jointly 
collect information and learn together, c iti zens are more likely to trust the information 
that results from the process . Also, hav ing local o ffi cials participate can provide access 
to a point of view that individual citizens typically do not have access to-one which 
represents the interests of the large r community (Robinson, Shaw, and Davidson 2005). 
Furthermore, citizens who work with local officials directly know that their view has 
been respectfully listened to. Likewi se, local oftlcials who have heard and been a part of 
such an exchange are more likely to implement ideas and plans coming from the 
exchange. This kind of exchange also has the potential to build "rich social networks" 
which coll ectively act and which contribute to the community' s ability to deal with 
change effectively (Innes and Booher 2004; Rydin and Pennington 2000). Clearly, such 
an exchange directly influences the consensus-building and negotiation process (Principle 
#7). 
Evaluation Discussion: Discussion of the Remaining Principles 
The remaining four principles varied more dramatically from method to method, 
and therefore, offer a much richer discuss ion and more information regard ing how 
methods successfull y employ techniques and approaches which match the Partnership 
group characteri sti cs . 
Principle #2: Holi stic Approach 
"Is participant involvement holistically approached using various means to acquire 
multiple perspectives?" 
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Group Comparison. Only one (Community Profiling) of the seven methods in the 
Group Consultati on group embodied a holi stic approach or the using a variety of methods 
to incorporate multiple voices (Principle #2). However, those voices were not taken 
advantage o f through the consensus-building/negotiation process (Principle #7). On the 
other hand , all three of the methods in the Group Consultation/Partnership group 
employed a vari ety of ways for participants to express their views. Once again , two of 
those three methods (Design Workshop and Parish Maps) still did not encourage 
consensus-building and negotiation (Princi ple #7) . 
Common Shortcomings. In general, the methods reviewed often did not defi ne the 
spec ific compos ition of the group. Likewise, some methods are vague abo ut the spec ific 
means used to engage participants (F). Those methods which did explain their approach 
to engaging participants and the makeup of their participation groups fell short of 
matching the Partnership group pos ition on thi s principle because they employed a single 
means of participation which is primaril y verbal, such as question/answer (interview-like) 
format (CJ) or feedback or di scuss ion onl y format (OST). Groups which did not 
incorporate a variety of viewpoints were either exclusive in their selection of participants 
(purposely comprised of experts and practitioners onl y (RJCB)) or had a small , expert-
selected group representing the entire general public (CJ). 
Potential Approaches and Practices. Methods which positively incorporated a 
vari ety of approaches and means and sought to include a more representative view of 
community did so in the following ways: 
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Combined a variety of methods which included various means of expression and 
gathering information , such as: 
o Used group-oriented and traditional data collection and presentation 
techniques (CP) 
o Employed loosely structured techniques in different locations and 
di scussion formats; for example, di scussion was encouraged when in 
direct contact with landscape (e.g. parish walk), when gathered arou nd 
maps, or through the presentati on, and subsequent discussion, of 
information) (PM) 
o Employed visual methods as an alternati ve mode of expression- such as 
taking photographs, mapping, surveying, and charting (CP, PS , YDS) 
o Encouraged drawing on and making adjustments to (hands-on work) maps 
or models of the community around a table; different groups work at 
different scales or on different issues (DW) 
o Utilized a variety of med ia (notes, photos, sketches, film recordings, or 
informal interviews) to record impress ions, values, needs as group tours 
the community landscape (PM, RT); these modes of express ion were 
usuall y complimented by group di scussion as well (RT) 
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Encouraged, promoted, or se lected participants from a wide-range of participants 
with a variety of interests 
o Displayed community in formation, such as hi storical maps, etc, to peak 
interest, involved schools, etc. (PM) 
o Distributed newsletters, articles, and put on exhibits , etc. to soli cit 
participation from citizens with a variety of interests (VDS) 
o Held a variety o f group-oriented workshops with each targeting a different 
group of people (open to general public, stakeholders, focu s groups 
according to a common element such as similar backgrounds, ages, etc.) 
(SGD) 
o Formed participation groups comprised of locals and technical experts 
(RT) 
Discussion. A holistic approach to involvement, which incorporates greater 
representation of the variety of public values as well as variety of means to voice those 
op inions, clearly has its advantages. However, if the information expressed is not shared 
with other interested parties and if there is no attempt to reach a unified action (as 
occurred in most of these methods), those va luable opinions and express ions-such as 
those which identify important visual assets-are not utilized to build social networks nor 
to create communities which are developed from within (folk landscapes) . 
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Interestingly, many of the poss ible approaches and practices collected from the 
methods rev iewed employed pl anning activi ti es which were hands-on and/or involved 
direc t contact with the phys ical landscape . Di scussing and planning in the phys ica l 
env ironment offers opportunities to di rect ly see and define valuable places and elements 
(express the personal, moral, aesthetic "s ide view"). Direct interacti on with and within 
the landscape can also add a three-di mensional perspecti ve that often gets lost or 
abstracted in traditional planning wi th two-dimensional maps and scienti fic data (vertical 
view). 
Principle #3: Extent of In volvement 
"Are participants involved from the beginning to the end (involved in the 
action/implementation)?" 
Group Comparison.. Interestingly, all methods in the Group Consultati on group 
used the participation exercise as part of a single stage (the beginning or in formation 
gathering stage) of the process. Unli ke the Group Consultation group , the Group 
Consultation/Partnership group methods varied in the extent of their invo lvement. Both 
the Partnership group methods incorporated participant involvement throughout the 
process . 
Common Shortcomings. Those methods which did not incorporate participation 
fro m the beginning to the end of the process, typicall y onl y included parti cipation in the 
beg in ning stage and as a information-collecting mechanism. The methods that did seek 
to move beyond collecting information to synthes izing, did so by including debate and 
discuss ion of the information and attempting to aggregate the information (most often 
through the publication and distribution of results in a report). However, the future of 
that information was often unspecified and further public involvement and action was 
never stated or clarified. 
Potential Approaches and Practices. Methods which successfully integrated 
participation into the later stages of the process typically focused on gathering and 
aggregating information during the other stages of the process, as well as using that 
information in action plans (DW, SGD). Some of the mentioned goals or expected 
outcomes of these methods were: 
Policies, strategies, or new projects (F) 
Design principles to guide future development (which were implemented by 
working with local planning officials) (VDS) 
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Discussion. A clear increase in the extent of involvement between groups seems 
to support Arnstein 's argument that meaningful participation is more than just involving 
part.ic ipants in the information gathering portions of the process (tokenism). It also 
suggests the importance of public involvement is in the later, deci sion making stages of 
the process. It is not surprising, then , that both methods in the Partnership group (Forums 
and Village Design Statements) place emphasis on incorporating participation into the 
formation of concrete outcomes, such as policies, strategies, and design principles to 
guide future development , as well as ways to implement such outcomes (e.g. working 
with local planning officials) . 
Defining specific ways in which the local knowledge gathered , particularl y visual 
assets, can be implemented is of great importance in rural areas where growth is rapidly 
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occurring. If visual assets are to be preserved, such information needs to be incorporated 
into the vision of the munic ipality (the general plan) and into land-use ord inances prior to 
proposals for development. Furthermore, a regular review of and rev isions to these 
documents must also occur as the culture of the community and, therefore, the visual 
assets of the place, is continually changing and evo lving. 
Principle #4: Involvement in Process Development 
"Are issues (and assets) developed and defined in an open process by the participants ?" 
Group Comparison. Two of the seven methods (Community Profiling and Open 
Space Technology) in the Group Consultati on group allowed participants to play a more 
central ro le in identifying issues important to their community. Interestingly, the two 
methods which did involve participants fe ll short of incorporating issues generated to 
lead to any long-term benefi ts through not incorporating negoti ation and consensus-
building techniques (Principle #7). Like Principle #3 , a greater percentage (two of the 
three methods) in the Group Consultation/Partnership group allowed participants to 
identify important community issues and , once again , these methods did not employ 
negoti ation and consensus-building techniques. Both the Partnership group methods 
sought to include participants in issue- identifi cati on. In particular, the Visual Design 
Statement method not only called fo r participants to identify assets, needs, and wishes for 
their community, but also selected local leaders from the participants to so li cit 
information and guide the participation process. Open Space Technology also included 
the select ion of local leaders, based on the ir skill s and talents, as part of the participation 
exerc ise. 
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Common Shortcomings. Most methods excluded the open creation of issues , 
topics and/or values, as well as the freedom of the participant to be in charge of parts of 
the event itself by pre-selecting topics, issues, or problems to discuss (even spec ific tour 
routes (RT)), and by controlling who and how information was provided (CJ). While the 
level of involvement in the development of the participation process does not clearly 
differentiate between groups as Principle #3 did, it does incrementally increase from the 
Group Consultation group to the Pa11nership group. However, most of the methods that 
employ Principle #4 practices in the Group Consultation group and the Group 
Consultation/Partnership group, through the extension of greater control of issue and 
topic se lection during the process, did not extend greater power to participants in other 
ways, such as in the action stages of planning (Principle #3) and negotiation and decision 
making (Principle #7). This may explain why these methods were not placed in the 
Partnership group category. 
Potential Approaches and Practices. Those methods which focused on allowing a 
more open express ion of values, opportunities, and hopes for the community did so in the 
following ways: 
• Explored the nature , needs , and resources of the locality/community in an open, 
informal manner using both verbal and visual techniques (CP, PM) 
Held sessions specifically to generate topic ideas or exchange development ideas 
(OST, F) 
Identified and wrote perceived problems, opportunities, and potential projects on 
a plan or map (DW) 
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Defined the distinctive character of place- both assets and needs- through open 
dialogue (VDS) 
Discussion. Focusing onl y on one, pre-defi ned problem (CJ, CPF, RICB) places 
the participants in a reactive role, rather than in a role where the can freely express their 
values or the potential assets and opportuniti es of the community. In general, those who 
did match the Partnership group position on this principle sought to not on ly identify 
needs and problems within the community, but also identify its opportunities and assets. 
Focusing on "needs, deficiencies, and problems," according to Kretzmann and 
McKnight' s (1993) Assets-based Community Development (ABCD) model , channels a 
community's energy away from looking for solutions from local sources (local c iti zens 
with experti se) rather than outside of the community itself. The ABCD model points out 
that if policies and activities identi fy and engage the citizens ' "capacities, skill s, and 
assets", there is a greater chance those citizens will commit to investing their time and 
resources in the deve lopment of their community (Kretzmann and McKnight 1993, 4). 
Interest ingly, ABCD asserts that foc using on utili zing their citizen ' s assets and skills wi ll 
also require them to "constantl y build and rebui ld relationships between and among local 
residents, local associations, and local inst itutions" (Kretzmann and McKnight 1993, 6). 
This gives some credence to the importance of Principle #5: Long-term In volvement as 
discussed earli er. 
The Village Design Statement method specifically engaged citi zen leaders in 
soliciting information and participation from other citizens. Such a technique has the 
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potential to facilitate greater feedback and involvement from a larger group of citizens as 
"neighbors" and can often get other neighbors to respond better than professionals. 
Utilizing citizen's assets and skills is also important to the identification of the 
visual assets of the community landscape. As discussed in detail earlier, the often latent 
attachments to place-the visual assets of a community landscape--can be revealed 
through the involvement of "local community experts" in dialogue regarding place. 
As mentioned earlier, identifying the visual assets of the community landscape 
was emphasized by several of the reviewed methods. They used the following means to 
encourage the participants to express elements of the "side" view of the physical 
landscape, the majority of which entailed interacting with the landscape directly. 
Participants in these methods: 
Discussed and shared ideas about what makes the participants ' community 
distinct (makes up character of place) (VDS) 
Took photos of important places according to themes , both general and specific in 
nature; used photos taken as a discussion tool (PS) 
• Made community maps-through a variety of different mediums, such as 
drawings, photographs, filmed , written , etc.-to "chart" values, needs, and wishes 
for their community; these maps had different emphases, such as activity, hazards, 
land use, and resources, and/or mental maps (how one sees their place) (PM) 
• Discussed and recorded-through note- and photo-taking, drawing sketches, 
comparing to land use maps to the physical environment- issues as they took a 
"trip" (by car or foot) through the phys ical environment ; in fo rmal interviews 
could also be included as part of the walk (RT) 
Co ll ected in fo rmation regarding the nature, needs, and resources of the 
communi ty through various visual methods (CP): 
o Acti vity charts-individuals charted their acti vities of the day or week 
(showed di fferent perspecti ves, dail y routes, etc.) 
o Building surveys- recorded the state of buildings, particul arl y hi storic 
buildings 
o Historical profiles-identifi ed key events, beliefs, and trends of the past 
which are important to the future 
o Seasonal calendars---<:harted changes throughout the year (including 
where seasonal events, yearly traditions, etc. occur) 
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Recorded discussion of ideas as groups work around a table, drawing and maki ng 
changes to plans/maps or fl ex ible models; different groups worked on di fferent 
issues or at different scales (DW). 
Principle #7 : Consensus-building 
"Is information exchange, negotiation, and consensus building encouraged ?" 
Group Comparison. Surprisingly, half of the methods in the Group Consultation 
group and less than half (two of the three methods) in the Group Consultati on/Partnership 
group encouraged consensus build ing. As consensus-building is an integral part of the 
transacti ve planning theory, it would seem logical that methods that employ such 
tec hniques should naturally fall into the Group Consultation/Partnership group and/or the 
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Partnership group. A possible explanation may lie in the fact that all of those methods 
which encouraged consensus-building and negotiation did not include a well-represented 
group of public participants, nor did they employ multiple ways for those participants to 
express their views (Principle #2) , involve participants in the creation of action plans 
(Principle #3) , or encourage participants in identify issues , assets, and values during the 
participation process (Principle #4). This suggests that building community capacity may 
require more than simply "working together." It also requires defining issues and assets 
of the community, deciding upon how to use those assets to solve problems (working 
toward a decision), and a well-represented population. 
Common Shortcomings. As all of the methods in our review included some means 
of sharing and gathering information within a group setting, each had the opportunity to 
encourage the transformation of opinions through consensus-building and negotiation. 
However, such a process is not necessarily easy to prescribe a technique for as it depends 
heavily upon the members of the group, as well as how the meeting is facilitated. 
Therefore, most of the methods which fell short of meeting the Partnership group position 
did so because any discussion that may have happened within the group did not (or it was 
unclear if its purpose was to) lead to action or a decision (it was purely information-
gathering) (CP, RT,DW,PM). Furthermore, they also lacked the forum for a "group" 
consensus to be met (e.g. the decisions were made in a larger group format where the 
voices of the group could not all be heard or comfortably expressed (OST)). 
Potential Approaches and Practices. Encouragement of consensus-building and 
negotiation was typically addressed in a general manner, such as through the 
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encouragement of interaction through the exchange of information, opinions, views, and 
feedback and encouraging debate (CPF, PS, SGD). Only a couple of these methods 
mentioned reaching conclusions after such an exchange (CJ, VPS). Forums specifically 
mentioned consensus-building and the building of relationships and networks as a goal, 
but offered little information on how that goal could be reached. Village Design 
Statements was the only method to illustrate how consensus might reach fruition (through 
the development of the design statement). 
Discussion. Of the seven principles, consensus-building appears to be the most 
dependent upon the method ' s position on the remaining principles. For example, in order 
to effectively come to a decision , the power must be given to make such a decision (# 1), 
otherwise such an event is viewed as futile. Such advanced means of expression are also 
facil itated by creating an environment where people feel comfortable to express 
themselves . Therefore, small groups where face-to-face interaction can happen (#6) is 
imperative. Employing various methods wh ich encourage participants to mutually learn 
together (#2), encouraging the expression of the ir values and opinions through including 
participants in all parts of the process (#3), as we ll as entrusting the development of parts 
of the participation process to the participants (#4) can only help lead to such expression. 
Even addressing the issue of long-term involvement, particularly if regular meetings are 
scheduled and group members are reconvened to follow up, can increase trust and 
comfort expressing values and beliefs. Building trust is necessary, according to 
Kretzmann and McKnight ( 1993), to promote development within the community. 
CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSION 
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The approaches and practices derived from evaluation of the twelve methods offer 
alternatives to the prevalent, and often inhibiting, practices of current planning systems 
that too often restrain the expression of important values and expressions. They clearly 
support the tenets of the transactive planning theory, which espouse pluralism and the 
engagement of citizens actively in the development of place, as well as provide 
opportunities for expression of the values, meanings , and attachments people hold for 
place. In summary, these approaches and practices fulfill the transactive planning theory 
objectives as follows: 
Objective #1: Participation is integral and should include face-to-face contact 
with planning community. Encourage participation by creating a comfortable forum for 
discussion through: 
Small groups where people are expressing themselves in "normal modes of 
communication" through: 
o Combining small groups into large groups to gain an understanding of the 
overall, comprehensive viewpoint 
o Using these smaller forums, rather than larger gatherings, when making 
action and implementation decisions 
o Encouraging sharing of information between multiple smaller groups 
o Encourage representati ve groups which involve local offic ials, 
profess ionals and non-profess ionals, and individuals wi th different 
backgrounds and interests within the communi ty 
76 
o Use publicity to foster exc itement; involve local institutions, such as local 
school s 
o Have local citizens solicit in format ion and participation 
Objective #2: Decentralize through giving citizens power to express their local 
knowledge and ideas and giving them power to link their ideas to action. In volve 
participants in action plans through: 
o Identifying desired product outcomes and methods of implementation 
o Working with local officia ls to integrate plans into the existi ng system 
o Selecting leaders from the group of participants 
o Including fo llow-up mechani sms; in particul ar, regu lar meetings in a local 
setting 
Objective #3: Encourage active engagement in processes by placing the planner 
in less central role (provider of information and feedback) and relying on interpersonal 
dialogue, rather than traditional information-extracting techniques. Encourage 
di scuss ion through different modes of expression , such as: 
o Both group discuss ion and individual response 
o Formal (e.g. presentation of information) and informal (e.g. discuss ion as 
walk wi thin locality) acti vi ties 
o Visual (hands-on ex press ion such as sketching, drawing, making 
adjustments to a map) in add ition to the traditional verbal methods 
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Objective #4: Put emphasis on goals, such as building relationships by 
emphasizing mutual learning and personal and institutional development, rather than on 
a "means " or filling state requirements. Engage people in gathering information and 
learning together through: 
o All of the approaches and practices listed under Object ives # I, #2 , and #3 
o Identifying community issues or important areas and assets of the 
community landscape through direct interaction with the landscape 
Further Cons iderations 
The above practices are important to successful participation which engages the 
public in ways that al low meanings and values regarding the communi ty landscape to be 
expressed and that have the potential to bui ld soc ial relationships and networks. They are 
not, however, specific methods, which can be employed, but rather are guidelines for 
selecting and adjusting methods which employ visual asset analysis. Furthermore, each 
of the twelve methods reviewed holds promise for incorporating greater engagement. 
These methods , along with others not reviewed in this study, will need to be combined 
and adj usted to not only incorporate the above practices, but also to create methods which 
are appropriate to the needs and the di stinct social and political cultures , as well as their 
unique physical environments, of rural communities throughout the state of Utah. 
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In addition, while visual assets of place have been the emphasis of thi s study, 
there are clearly other elements of community planning that need to be considered. Local 
citi zens and local officials, with their knowledge of the complex soc ial and politica l 
hi stori es of their locales, will ultimately need to decide how to best apply thi s 
in formation. 
Furthermore, the focus of thi s study has been on planning at the community level. 
However, a regional perspective may o ften be appropriate when considering certain 
elements of the physical environment. For example, certain natural elements, such as 
topographical features, as well as built e lements, such as road systems, that extend 
beyond community boundaries and affect the greater region. 
And finally, this study has been bui lt on the premise that the identification of a 
community' s vi sual assets prior to growth is imperative to their preservation . However, 
if the knowledge gained from identifying visual assets is not appropriately and effectively 
implemented , it loses its value. For thi s reason, visual assets, in order to be truly 
preserved, need to be incorporated into the community's gu iding documents. 
Preservati on of these assets must not only be incorporated into the community's vision 
and goals (i.e., the general plan) , but more importantly into the legally binding land-use 
and zoning ord inances. 
Further Research 
Further research is needed in order to gain a better understanding of the spec ific 
needs of Utah's rural communities, as well as how the current planning system is 
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address ing those needs. Also, a better understanding of the methods planners, private and 
public, are currently employing and how effective they are in engaging genuine public 
participation and expression could add valuable insight if added to the findings of this 
study. 
Furthermore, this study generally focused on reviewing research regarding 
participation in community planning. However, practitioners in planning and landscape 
architecture employ approaches to city or neighborhood planning which often combine 
participation methods with inventory and analysis. A brief perusal of these practitioners ' 
published and posted (Internet) guides for city and neighborhood analysis shows the use 
of varying degrees of public participation. They fluctuate from more tokenistic 
participation measures, such as visual surveys, used in conjunction with practitioner-led 
inventories to guides which encourage citizens to conducting their own neighborhood 
inventories and analyses. In fact, several employ methods reviewed in our study, such as 
photo surveys and mapping. Specifically looking at how these methods employ public 
participation and evaluating their effectiveness according to the framework developed in 
thi s study could be valuable. Potentially, such an assessment could provide a better 
understanding of how these tools could be modified in order to more effectively 
encourage genuine expression while employing the valuable techniques and planning 
expertise for identifying visual assets of place. 
As with the literature reviewed in this study, the majority of these approaches 
focus on larger city or neighborhood issues. Therefore, such approaches to inventory and 
analysis would also need to be modified to incorporate issues which specifically affect 
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rural communities in Utah. For example, the preservati on of ameniti es of the natural 
environ ment (e.g., open space, significant natural features, topography, and so on). 
Ultimately, the evaluation and modifi cati on of such tool s could provide a powerful guide 
to visual asset inventory and analysis fo r rural communities throughout the State. 
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